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ABSTRACT

Institutional barriers to Black student success (e.g. a history of exclusion, inaccessibility,
and inequity) that exist at the undergraduate level, persist at the graduate level. Though
traditionally marginally students have gained access to predominantly and historically
White colleges and universities, Black graduate students continue to be marginalized by
institutionalized oppression and inequitable structures. When the values, attitudes, and
beliefs of individual actors who serve these students are at odds with an institutional
mission of equity and inclusion, misalignment and competing priorities emerge. This
study seeks to understand the logics university middle managers use in operationalizing
equity and inclusion, specifically, in meeting the needs of Black graduate students.
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CHAPTER I
THE RESEARCH PROBLEM
Statement of the Problem
Institutions are composed of individual actors - actors who come with values,
attitudes, and beliefs that shape how they behave and make sense within those
institutions. The policies, procedures, and processes within institutions provide a
framework by which individual actors operate. These established governing practices are
embedded within a system of ideals that inform the climate in which individuals exist.
University middle managers – actors charged with leading programs, departments, and
subdivisions within the organization – play an integral role in the development and
reinforcement of the ways of thinking and behaving. In the hierarchy of higher education
student affairs, middle managers are situated between key decision makers such as
administrators, and support staff. Led by directives from up top, middle managers serve
as implementers – delivering messages about what is important, where to focus resources,
which students to serve, and how to serve them. Their day-to-day tasks entail navigating
between priorities – competing or converging – of the institution and their personal
values.
Higher education in the US is built upon a long history of elitism and exclusion
which has had the most detrimental impact on underrepresented student populations and
students of color (Harper & Hurtado, 2007; Karkouti, 2010; Yosso, 2005). Structural
inequities, including messages about who higher education is for and, even, who or what
is valued are pervasive from the application and admissions process throughout
graduation. Students of color contend with internal and external barriers that impeded

their success in college. Many of which are informed by the campus climate (Hooks,
2003; Museus & Jayakumar, 2012; Patton, 2006; Strange and Banning, 2001), and the
prevalence of conditions that are unsafe or exclusive. Some research suggests that
students of color, specifically Blacks and Latinxs, have more academic deficiencies when
compared to their White and Asian counterparts (e.g. low test scores, lack of exposure or
knowledge, no or low value of education, lack of financial resources, etc.) (Cokley &
Chapman, 2008; Contreras, 2005; Kane, 1998; Parker & Flowers, 2003; Tierney &
Hagedorn, 2002). While some views seem to indicate that problems in education lie with
students, counterviews in research highlight the impact institutions and their actors have
on students of color (Harper, 2009; Smart, Kuh, & Tierney, 1997; Strange & Banning,
2001). For, it is often institutional actors’, such as middle managers, relation to the
norms, rules, and practices on college campuses that greatly inform the climate.
The Problem of Equity
In higher education research, literature about students of color has centered on the
adjustments students must make to their environment, but not nearly as much
commentary about the impact of the environment on students. With literature about the
achievement gap and baccalaureate degree attainment for underrepresented students
(Allen and Zepeda, 2007; Cokley & Chapman, 2008; Guiffrida & Douthit, 2010),
academic achievement and student success research has narrowed upon pitfalls students
of color face when compared to their White counterparts (Cokley & Chapman, 2008;
Dollinger & Clark, 2012; Johnson-Ahorlu, 2012; Parker & Flowers, 2003). Gaps in high
school graduation rates, standardized test scores, and college admissions between Black
and Latinx students and White students are relegated to individual or cultural
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characteristics (Tierney, 1999). For example, some research has suggested that Black and
Latinx families don’t value education, or that Black and Latinx students have lower
academic ability. Further, this type of research supposes that students must be
incentivized or encouraged to acclimate to their environment. In contrast, strengths-based
and equity-framed research sheds light on the academic successes within communities of
color (Bensimon, 2005; Yosso, 2005) indicating the gains that have been made in college
admissions and bachelor degree completion (Allen & Zepeda, 2007). Black students have
upwardly trending numbers of college admissions and graduation (Allen & Zepeda, 2007;
Cokley & Chapman, 2008). Unlike the longstanding notion of Black student academic
failure, the shift in educational research seems to indicate that students themselves are not
the deficit, but, it is the system in which they are situated that is failing them. Though
attention has shifted toward a focus on the systematically oppressive structure of higher
education, Allen and Zepeda (2007) nevertheless noted, “despite gains in baccalaureate
degree completion, racial gaps in graduate education remain, especially for research
degrees,” (p. 76).
Yosso (2005) purported that one of the most common forms of racism in
education is deficit-thinking. This way of thinking attributes gaps in education to
communities of color, placing the blame on students’ supposed lack of cultural
knowledge and parents’ lack of value or support of their child’s education. She extended
that “[educators] most often assume that schools work and that students, parents and
communities need to change to conform to this already effective and equitable system,”
(Yosso, 2005, p. 75). Comparatively, universities operate upon this same idea.
Institutions of higher education have been conceived of as a place for personal growth,
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discovery, and development - a necessary process from which the traditional young adult
will emerge with the skills to compete in the job market and make a positive impact on
society. However, many institutions that uphold structures of exclusion and
marginalization have not included mechanisms respective of the social, cultural, and
often political, capital that students of color bring along with them. In turn, the systems
which may seemingly operate effectively for some students, may indeed perform as
ineffective and inequitable for Black students.
“Racing” Higher Education
Examinations of inequities in higher education through the lenses of critical race
theory (Ladson-Billings, 1998; Ladson-Billings & Tate, 1995), racial battle fatigue
(Smith et al., 2007), and colorblind ideology (Bonilla-Silva, 2003) have revealed the
innately oppressive and exclusive structure of social institutions like many American
institutions of higher education. These theoretical approaches all take the position that
race and racism are fundamental to the constructions of American society. Specifically,
Ladson-Billings (1998) connected race to the resourcing and prestige of educational
institutions stating that the prevalence of whiteness increases their value, while the
prevalence of black and brownness, decreases the same. Likewise, Bonilla-Silva (2003)
asserted that one of the central frames of colorblind ideology, abstract liberalism,
emphasizes the dominant ideals of equality for all, while neglecting the blatant, and
systematic, exclusion of People of Color. Smith et al. (2007) explored the effects of
racialized experiences on Black Male college students and found that the persistent race
related stressors of existing on historically White college campuses “can lead to the
traumatic psychological and physiological stress conditions of racial battle fatigue,” (p.

4

553). Together, these theories paint a picture of the construction of race as a tool for
inequitable educational opportunities.
Colleges and universities, historically built to serve the White elite (Anderson,
2002; Harper et al., 2009), are increasingly more demographically diverse. Diversity in
terms of race and ethnicity, and even nationality, is seen as a resource for college
campuses - an added (economic) value to be sought after (Altbach & Knight, 2007;
Clark, 2011; Gose, 2013; Lyke, 2013). The face of the student population has changed;
however, the underlying characteristics of the institutional culture are still very much
grounded in White hegemony. Race, which is central to understanding how American
society operates (Bonilla Silva, 2003; Hooks, 2005; Ladson-Billings & Tate, 1995), is
one of the most common provocations of oppression and exclusion within education
(Yosso, 2005). Deficit-thinking – the belief that students of color experience low
academic performance because of their, or their families’, deficits – attributes gaps in
education to communities of color, placing the blame on students (Bensimon, 2005;
Johnson-Ahorlu, 2012; Yosso, 2005) rather than shifting the focus to systems that create
roadblocks for them. The sociohistorical roots of racist practices in institutions perpetuate
inequity for Black students. Accordingly, Johnson-Ahorlu (2012) pointed out that
“[these] diagnoses do a poor job of illuminating the consistent and generational struggles
of African American students for the past 145 years, and fail to point out that African
Americans have not had access to equal opportunity in education since Reconstruction”
(p. 633). More so, these pervasive racial inequities reinforce the creation of campus
environments that are marginalizing and endemic to racism.
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Campus Environments
To better understand how students of color fare on historically White college
campuses, one must understand the campus environment. Strange and Banning (2001)
proposed that aspects of campus environments serve to influence the interactions of the
people who occupy it: “Implicit in this perspective is the assumption that institutions
themselves bear the responsibility for the design and creation of campus environments
arranged appropriately for meeting educational purposes,” (p. 2). Black students in
predominantly White institutions (PWI) enter spaces that are often designed without
consideration of, or in spite of, their occupancy (Cabrera et al., 2016; Smith et al., 2007).
Aspects of the campus culture (e.g. team mascot, memorials, student activities, food
choices, course offerings, etc.) may not reflect or validate aspects of their identity. While
there is much research that suggests ways institutions can look inwards and evaluate their
administrative and curricular practices to support Black student success (Allen; 1992;
Bensimon, 2005; Harper & Hurtado, 2007; Sedlacek, 2010), still, curricularly many
campuses have little or no representation of Black authors and researchers in course
materials, or of Black faculty and staff members on campus. Institutional actors
responsible for meeting the educational needs of students must then understand what
Black students need, specifically, to create an inclusive community that supports student
success.
Background and Need for the Study
In this study, the researcher explored the logics that university middle managers
use to implement programs intended to promote equity and inclusion; specifically, those
programs delivering services to Black graduate students. As cited above, higher
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education has long been riddled with procedures, policies, and practices that marginalize
minoritized, specifically, Black students. In an effort to be more equitable, many college
campuses have employed regulatory efforts such as affirmative action (Garces, 2012;
Starcher, 2012) and diversity education programs (Andrade & Rivera, 2011; Wilson,
2013). However, some institutional practices, values, and beliefs serve as blockades to
Black students. Allen (1992) purported that during the Civil Rights Movement in the US,
“[i]ncreased Black access to higher education was seen as one major solution to the
problem of racial inequality,” resulting in “dramatic increases in the number of AfricanAmerican students attending predominantly White colleges and universities” (p. 26).
These enrollments continue to increase, though Black students continue to encounter
institutional actors and structures with little validation of their cultural identity and result
in them feeling less academically supported (Guiffrida & Douthit, 2010, Parker &
Flowers, 2003). Further, systems of exclusion such as race-blind admissions (Kane, 1998;
Park, 2014), standardized testing (Contreras, 2005; Kane, 1998; Sedlacek, 2010), and
honors and advanced placement programs (Ladson-Billings, 1998) remain in place to
make access to education problematic.
Research lends that Black students feel less supported on college campuses and,
further, contend with stereotypes about race and achievement which impacts their
academic experiences and psychosocial development (Cokley & Chapman, 2008;
Guiffrida & Douthit, 2010; Smith et al., 2007; Steele, 2010). Banks (2010) noted that
while it is commonplace that other students of color face race-related stress and anxiety,
Black students reported experiencing higher levels of race-related stress and are more
likely to experience racial discrimination than other groups. Racial tensions, in addition
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to the already challenging nature of the college experience, can greatly influence Black
students’ academic, social, and personal spheres (Banks, 2010; Smith et al., 2014;
Strange & Banning, 2001), resulting in a climate that feels uninviting and harsh.
According to Husband (2016), “‘[c]hilly climates’ continue to contribute to high attrition
rates of African American students matriculating at predominantly White colleges and
universities,” (p. 91). It is the covert and everyday forms of racism – a chilly, harsh
climate - that maintain a system of oppression (Hooks, 2003; Sue et al, 2007). Allen
(1992) eloquently shared:
To date, research on Black students in U.S. higher education has generated as
many questions as answers. There is a particular need to understand the effects of
individual and institutional characteristics on student outcomes and, at the same
time, to explore the relative importance of more proximate factors (such as
campus race relations) versus more distant factors (such as parent educational
attainment) as explanations for differential achievement by Black college
students. (p. 32)
Facilitating a historical analysis of college access for Blacks, Harper et al. (2009) posited
that “racial issues have resurfaced at almost every juncture in the history of American
education” (p. 403). The questions of access to and equity in higher education, though
theorized, remain prevalent today.
While obtaining an undergraduate degree is a prerequisite to obtaining a graduate
degree, and the rates of bachelor-level college attendance and graduation have increased
for underrepresented populations (Myers & Pavel, 2013), there remains a shortfall in the
number of Black students accessing post-baccalaureate education. The number of
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master’s and doctoral degrees increased between the 2003-04 and 2013-14 academic
years, from 564,300 to 754,500 (34%) and from 126,100 to 177,600 (41%), respectively
(National Center for Education Statistics). Of the 754,500 master’s degrees conferred in
2013-14, only 88,515 - about 12 percent - were held by Blacks. The lack of Black
students in graduate education programs is one key factor that shapes that environment
for those students. To create a climate that is inclusive, perhaps there need not only be
critical mass of those excluded, but the capacity to support those excluded.
In response to the diversity of individuals within the workforce and higher
education, organizations have assumed a need for diversity management and therefor
have invested in the development of diversity education programs. Human Resources
departments have relied on Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO) and Affirmative
Action regulations to increase demographic diversity and to mediate issues of equity and
access. Institutions of higher education have long ago established diversity and inclusion
offices, and some, have designated a Chief Diversity Officer to meet the changing
demographics of students, faculty, and staff. Moreover, some institutions of higher
education are pursuing statuses as minority serving institutions (e.g. Historically Black
Colleges and Universities, Hispanic Serving Institutions, and Women’s Colleges) to align
their institutional missions with ones of equity and access (Zerquera et al, 2017).
The California Master Plan developed in 1960 by the University of California
Board of Regents was intended to legislate a plan for meeting the burgeoning needs of
the workforce through California’s community colleges, state colleges, and the
University of California system. One key fallacy of this plan, however, is the assumed
“traditional” identities of students and a lack of projection about the needs of a
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demographically diverse workforce. In light of such changes on college and university
campuses, programs designed to “manage” diversity are increasingly relied upon, to not
only provide access to institutions, but to address the needs of the growing racially and
ethnically diverse student populations. Often, establishing stand-alone policies and
offices-of-one, institutions of higher education relegate diversity work to being added to a
task list, rather than filtering changes throughout the institutional structure (Brayboy,
2003; Clark, 2011; Starcher, 2012; White et al., 2013). Moreover, these programmatic
attempts to increase diversity overshadow the broader considerations for ensuring equity
as an outcome.
Diversity, equity and inclusion, often used in tandem, are quite separate entities.
In the case of this study, where diversity refers to the ethnoracial differences across
populations, equity and inclusion refers to the value of that diversity. Though one entity
does not necessarily beget the other, they are both needed in serving students. Equity and
inclusion, buzzwords used in higher education institutions to note representation of
people of color or other marginalized groups, are often unclearly defined and
impetuously made a part of missions and institutional values (Marques, 2010; Templeton
et al, 2016). For an institution to define equity and inclusion, it would need to determine
what diversity is and how it is represented on its campus.
The findings of this study will help institutional actors and decision makers within
universities explore the barriers that exist and persist for Black students to provide insight
in creating more equitable programs to serve them. By looking at middle managers of
student services programs - leaders, directors, or program managers - the focus of this
study will center on the logic-based practices that occur on the ground level. Focus on
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this population is particularly important as these individuals are actors whose roles have
the most immediate and direct impact on students. As Museus and Jayakumar (2012)
relayed, this view is important because:
We believe it is quite common for institutions and agents within them to act based
on their own cultural values, beliefs, and assumption, without fully understanding
or taking into account the impact that such actions can have on students of color
who come from cultures that are very different from those predominate on their
campuses. (p. 29)
University middle managers oversee student services programs and are charged with
implementing institutional priorities, policies, and mandates. Contrary to the distance that
exists between other leaders on campus (i.e. Administrators) and students, middle
managers are uniquely juxtaposed to students, often in day-to-day exchanges with them
and directly influencing the climate through which students navigate. While much
research on higher education leadership focuses on faculty-student interactions and
administrative operations, relatively little research addresses the impact of middle
managers on universities and how students are served. A look at their logics will provide
insight into the values, beliefs and assumptions that shape how they operationalize
service to marginalized populations.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to explore the assumptions, beliefs, and rules
university middle managers come to know in meeting the needs of Black graduate
students within their organizational structure and established set of practices. While
individual actors may hold their own attitudes and beliefs about their work, their
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understanding of how their work is situated within the larger context of the institution is
influenced by the dominant logics of the university. The theory behind student success in
higher education is that the achievement of success is accessible to all students given the
right programs and services. Individual actors who manage and implement pathways to
success, then, are intimately connected to the progress and outcomes of students. As
disparities arise in outcomes (e.g. student experience, graduation rates, employment rates,
income, and/or admission to graduate programs), one must consider what the gap are in
the process.
Black students, already a marginalized population on college campuses, are
further marginalized in graduate education (Allen & Zepeda, 2011). The traditional
college student - white, middle-class, 18 years old - represents the assumed identity of the
student population to whom institutional priorities are catered. Limited focus has been
given to prioritizing the needs of Black undergraduate and graduate students in US
colleges and universities. Representing only 12 percent of the master’s degree holding
population, Black graduate students operate within an environment defined by dominant
cultural norms which, in many cases, serve to exclude them. Institutionalized ways of
knowing - institutional logics (Thornton & Ocasio, 2008)- define what is needed for
student success and, thus, how universities will provide that for its students. As higher
education is seen as a tool for upward mobility and preparation for a competitive
workforce, opportunities such as internships, study abroad, research, and other
professional development activities are keys to success. However, not all students have
equal access to these opportunities due to many factors including limited tools for
preparation and gatekeeping (Guiffrida & Douthit, 2010, Parker & Flowers, 2003).
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Though diversity and equity are touted as institutional beacons, US higher education is
embedded with White hegemonic ideologies that uphold oppression, exclusion, and
inequity. These ideologies, in turn, manifest through the unchallenged values, beliefs, and
assumptions that have been embedded into societal institutions through historical and
cultural practices (Thornton & Ocasio, 2008).
Institutions of higher education frame its problems within the context of student
success and achievement. However, in evaluating the structure of higher education, we
must rely upon an exploration of the institution’s foundation. To gain a deeper
understanding of how equity and inclusion is conceptualized, this study explored the
rationale middle managers use in serving Black graduate students within the guiding
logics of their institution and the broader higher education context. The research
questions for this study were as follows:
1. How do the dominant logics of the university perpetuate inequity and exclusivity
toward Black graduate students?
2. In what ways do university middle managers who are charged with enacting
equity and inclusion navigate the dominant logics of their institution to serve
students?
a. How and why do middle managers employ alternative logics in serving
Black graduate students?
b. How and why do middle managers uphold the dominant logics in serving
Black graduate students?
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Theoretical Framework
The purpose of this study is to explore the beliefs, attitudes, and rationale
university middle managers use in planning, implementing, and leading programs that
serve Black graduate students within the context of their institution’s broader beliefs. To
frame this study, the theory of institutional logics will be employed. Institutional logics is
appropriate to capture the perspectives of these individuals as it “has proven to be a
useful and practical lens through which to account for the plurality of norms and beliefs
in institutional theory and for explaining the processes underscoring institutional
formation and change” (Coultier & Langley, 2013, p. 360).
Institutional logics, emerging from institutional theory and institutional analysis,
expands beyond the idea that organizational culture and cognition is responsive to
external pressures, to contextualizing how individuals and the organizations in which
they are situated operate within an interplay of logics that define action (Greenwood et al,
2008). As Thornton and Ocasio (1999) stated, “[l]ogics provide the rules of the game that
shape the cognition of social actors in organizations” (p. 806). While there is an
established process of how one comes to know within an organization, individual actors
still maintain an ability to influence change. This perspective provides a way to analyze
and critique how universities and its actors work, particularly towards equity for and
inclusion of Black students.
Institutional Logics in Organizations
Orlitzky (2011) described logics as social constructions reflecting the
“vocabularies, identities, and rationales” of individuals in organizations (p. 410). A
common assumption in organizational theory is that competing logics exists within
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organizations that result in the manifestation of dominant logics (Dahlmann & Grosvold,
2017; Nicholls & Huybrechts, 2016). Dahlmann & Grosvold (2017) suggested that while
institutions can deal with multiple logics at a time, the focus is often centered
dichotomously, such as competing logics between an individual actor and the institutional
mission. The authors further suggested that research on logics in organizations tends to
highlight leadership concerns rather than shed light on the daily practices of individuals
within organizations (Dahlmann & Grosvold, 2017).
Using logics to understand how organizations respond to internal and external
pressures, theorists have highlighted ways in which actors behave that reflect the
interlinked values that show up during moments of change (Dahlmann & Grosvold, 2017;
Lee & Lounsbury, 2015; Thornton et al., 2012). In an example in which Dahlmann &
Grosvold (2017) explored how environmental managers navigate between responding to
environmental pressures versus the market needs for growth and profit, the authors found
that the managers had to leverage their roles to input new policies and practices that
closed the gap between tensions. While the managers were responsible for reducing the
environmental impact of their organizations, they also held a responsibility to economic
pressures which may not have been environmentally sustainable. Not only were the
managers navigating two sets of competing logics, they were creating the norms and rules
about how to respond to those logics. Instances such as the example shared “provide an
articulation between the social and economic structures and the rules and meanings that
constitute a commonly understood set of actions within the industry,” (Thornton &
Ocasio, 1999, p. 805). An exploration of institutional logics is a way to look at changes
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within organizations that are also reflected and prominent in the field (Dahlmann &
Grosvold, 2017; Thornton & Ocasio, 1999).
The Logics of Equity and Inclusion
Nicholls & Huybrechts (2016) defined institutional logics as “culturally
reinforced rules of action that have important roles in processes of organizational identity
formation, sense-making, and legitimation,” (p. 700). The key assumptions of this theory
are that 1) institutional actors have agency to effect change, 2) institutions can be
understood by their actions and those of the individuals therein, and, 3) there exists a
powerful interplay between the structure and practices of an institution, and the values
and beliefs of its actors (Cloutier & Langley, 2013; Thornton et al., 2012; Weber et al.,
2013). The rules of an institution not only establish what’s normal for its actors but
“guide and constrain” how they make decisions (Thornton & Ocasio, 1999).
Organizational policies and practices are embedded with messages about how an
organization is operated, how power is distributed, what is valued, and even, who the
organization is for. These guiding principles are shrouded in personal values and
institutional logics which are “embodied in practices, sustained and reproduced by
cultural assumptions and political struggles,” (Greenwood et al, 2008, p. 101). Steeped in
a long history of oppression, racism, and exclusion, institutions of higher education have
not been accessible, much less inclusive, for Black students. Using institutional logics as
a tool to analyze how universities and their actors come to know and understand equity
and inclusion will provide some insight into common rules, assumptions, and practices
that shape campus environments, particularly for Black students.
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Colleges and universities are systems which operate within a common set of
norms, practices and rules. Individual actors - students, staff, managers, faculty,
administrators - receive messages from these standards which inform their attitudes,
beliefs, and values within the organization. The process of coming to know about
institutional happenings based on these understandings - in other words, its culture - is
the foundation for Institutional Logics (Thornton et al., 2012; Nicholls & Huybrechts,
2016; Quattrone, 2015). A key assumption of institutional logics is that an organization is
defined by its actions, or agency of its actors, (Thornton et al, 2012; Quattrone, 2015)
which can impact change within that organization.
In institutions of higher education, the logics which shape ways of being are
influenced by several groups: students, staff, managers, faculty, and administrators.
While the members of these groups may share the commonality of space and the purpose
of the institution, there may be varied interpretations of the space and its purpose, thus,
multiple logics. Mid-level managers at the university are charged with leading,
implementing, and administering programs. The set of logics used by this group is
colored by the often-competing priorities such as the institutional mission, budgetary
constraints, constituency concerns, and, simply, fulfilling obligatory tasks. In the highly
hierarchical system of the university, middle managers are on-the-ground decision
makers. Their values, ideals, and understandings shape how programs are implemented,
inevitably, shaping the environment in which students must navigate.
As we understand logics as determining the actions within an organization, thus,
informing its environment (Thornton et al., 2012; Quattrone, 2015), we must unfold the
layers of a nuanced, and culturally-rich history of college campuses. Quattrone (2015)
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noted that in doing so, an exploration of environments and social orders make apparent
that “logics do not really exist outside the relationships between symbols and practices”
(p. 413). Similarly, Strange & Banning (2001) described this relationship by explicating
four typologies of campus environments: organization (where power lies), aggregate
(interpersonal interactions between individuals and groups), constructed (assumptions
and perceptions), and physical (physical traits of an environment which are inculcated in
power). Two of which - organization and constructed - are foundational in situating
power and values within an Institutional Logics frame. A campus’ culture (artifacts,
perspectives, values, and assumptions) reflects the norms, beliefs, and attitudes shared by
community members. The climate, then, is how these aspects are manifested and develop
environmental personality (Strange & Banning, 2001).
The institutional logics of a university campus reflect the values which are
espoused and expected within that institution. These values message who the institution
is for, and definitely, who it is not for. Diversity agendas on university campuses attempt
to align their missions with the value of underrepresented and marginalized student
populations. However, when the values of institutional actors are misaligned, a chilly
climate is likely to develop. According to Harper & Hurtado (2007),
As long as administrators espouse commitments to diversity and multiculturalism
without engaging in examinations of campus climates, racial/ethnic minorities
will continue to feel dissatisfied, all students will remain deprived of the full
range of educational benefits accrued through cross-racial engagement, and
certain institutions will sustain long standing reputations for being racially toxic
environments (p. 20).
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Exploring the institutional logics of equity and inclusion within universities provides a
view of the rules of order that not only shape the campus climate but govern the actions
of individuals who are responsible for operationalizing a commitment to diversity.
Educational Significance
This study will explore the rationale university middle managers use in serving
Black graduate students within the dominant logics of their university. To understand the
gaps in higher education for Black students and, further, to explore the barriers that exists
and persist for them, a look at the institutions in which they are situated is imperative.
The findings of this study will be of interest to the educational research community
because it provides an important element to the literature on the achievement gap and the
educational pipeline - a turn from viewing students as the problem, to looking at
institutions as perpetually inequitable, exclusive, and truly inaccessible. Additionally, this
exploration will provide insight to graduate admissions offices in the recruitment,
admissions, and retention of Black students.
Additionally, this study will inform policies and practices regarding equity and
inclusion in higher education settings. By focusing on logics, the findings of this study
will showcase the relevance of agency in making institutional change. This study will
also add two important elements to the higher education literature: university middle
managers, and Black student access to graduate education. Relatively little research has
explored the role of university middle managers. Situated between administrators and
frontline staff, middle managers in student services classifications navigate the tension
between enacting administrative mandates and leading programs that meet the needs of
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all students. Finally, adding to the literature about Black student access, this study will
address the disparities that persist in graduate education.
Limitations
The limitations of this study are characterized by the scope of participants
included, the restriction of the study to one university, participants’ willingness to share,
and the proximity of the researcher to the setting. While middle managers and their logics
are the central focus of this study, this does not account for the other actors who are just
as integral to serving students, nor does this account for other factors outside of an
individual’s control (i.e. State law, university policies, students’ opting out, or lack of
demographic diversity). The restriction to one research setting limits the ability to
generalize this study’s findings to other colleges and universities. Another limitation to
this study is participants’ willingness to open up about situations that may paint them in a
negative light. The often-sensitive nature towards conversations about race may evoke
feelings of reluctance in sharing of personal values, thoughts, and attitudes. Further,
studying logic - ways of thinking, believing, behaving - is challenging. And finally, this
study may be limited by the researcher’s proximity to the topic as well as being employed
in the research setting.
While this study had limitations around the sample size, participants, and research
proximity, the use of case study design including the researcher’s intimate knowledge of
the institution provided an in-depth view of the values and logics that would otherwise
not be available in larger study with a non-affiliated researcher.
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Definition of Terms
Achievement gap - refers to the educational disparities noted among ethnoracial groups in
educational research.
Access - the method of gaining entry or being granted the liberties associate with a
particular place or setting.
African American or Black - used interchangeably, refers to individuals from the African
diaspora who have a family heritage that has existed in the US for three or more
generations. The sociohistorical implications of race and racism in American society have
uniquely shaped the experience of Black Americans as a casualty of the remnants of
slavery. For the purposes of this paper, the term “Black” is intentionally capitalized and
used as a proper noun to represent the personhood of a group of peoples.
Equity - refers to fairness of outcomes. Unlike equality, which has to do with sameness,
equity is “meaningful access” with the opportunity to excel beyond simply matriculation
(Glater, 2016). According to Jordan, Brown, & Gutierrez (2010), equity in education is
less about providing access to all students, but more about “providing knowledge, skills,
and worldviews which would enable social mobility” (p. 48).
Graduate education - refers to post-baccalaureate education at the master’s level. Often
termed professional education, for this paper, graduate education will refer to 1 to 3-year
programs that serve the interests of professional practice and/or training.
Inclusion - refers to how resources are allocated in supporting those who have been
marginalized. Templeton et al. (2016) described inclusion in terms of economics and
legitimacy intimating that inclusion is much more expansive than words in mission
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statements or campus policies but refers to how resources are allocated in supporting
those who have been marginalized.
Institutional Actors - refers to individuals who work within an organization; those who
have a stake in an organization’s operation.
Middle Managers - refers to leaders or managers of student services programs or the
equivalent, such as program directors, assistant deans, and program coordinators. These
managers report to an administrator but oversee a team, project, or program.
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Introduction
To gain a deeper understanding of how middle managers situate their thoughts,
beliefs, and attitudes within an existing system of logics in an effort to serve Black
graduate students, there needs to be an exploration of the literature in three main areas:
organizational culture and climate, equity and inclusion in higher education, and Black
student success. Research about organizational culture and climate will frame how
institutions operate and uncover some of the nuances of policies, people, and change. A
review of equity and inclusion in higher education will provide historical context as to
increasing diversity and shifting campus priorities. Continuingly, the Black student
success literature will provide the scope for students’ need and the ways in which they
are supported.
Previous literature about the achievement gap and academic success contributes
many of the problems in education to students. While much of the focus exposes the
disparities among ethnoracial groups, little research has shed light on these trends beyond
the undergraduate pipeline (i.e. in graduate education programs). Also, little attention has
been given to institutional practices that perpetuate, and then eventuate, the discrepancies
in education for marginalized students. Additionally, research on communities of color is
burgeoning in the literature providing counter-narratives to maladaptive student services
and diversity support programs.
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Organizational Culture and Climate
In an organization’s culture, the climate is precipitated by the thoughts, attitudes,
beliefs, and actions of individuals to the messages they’ve received from the
environment. Those messages indicate the dominant identities and ideologies that exists,
situate power, and share a narrative about how the organization operates. Inclusion of
marginalized identities in these spaces has been challenged by a lack of representation,
and further, an inadequate integration of the values, knowledge, and resources of
historically marginalized communities (Museus & Jaykumar, 2012). On a university
campus, this kind of climate of exclusion is often presented with administrative mandates
to become a more diverse institution. In an age of diversity and access missions,
universities respond to pressures to conform to an identity of a diversity-serving
institution without actually changing the institutional structure (Zerquera et al., 2017). As
a result, there is a remaining tension between the enactment of the institutional mission
and the espoused values of individual actors therein.
Institutional Logics, drawn from tenants of coercive isomorphism, defines
organizational change as a result of individual actions (Thornton et al., 2012). Shaping
how individuals come to understand the environment, logics are salient in the
development of an inclusive climate. To highlight this importance, Thornton et al (2012)
shared this point:
Institutional logics represent frames of reference that condition actors’ choices for
sensemaking, the vocabulary they use to motivate action, and their sense of self
and identity. The principles, practices, and symbols of each institutional order
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differentially shape how reasoning takes place and how rationality is perceived
and experienced. (p. 3)
Likewise, Nicholls & Huybrecht (2016) posited that “institutional logics represent
culturally reinforced rules of action that have important roles in processes of
organizational identity formation, sense-making, and legitimation,” (p. 700). Nicholls &
Huybrechts (2016) suggested that there are two types of logics in institutional theory. The
first, is an approach which assumes a common set of values and interests develop as a
result of dominant norms. The second is that of a “logic dissonance” in which conflicting
ways of doing, being, and believing shape institutional norms and practices.
The dominant norms in institutions of higher education often exclude specific
populations, further marginalizing the marginalized. Operating from a logic of
dissonance, universities have normalized diversity buzzwords and token programs as a
way of making sense of the increasingly demographic diversity. Nevertheless, as
Quattrone (2015) asserted, Institutional Logics is shaped by a dominant Western
ideological frame and “do not really exist outside the relationships between symbols and
practices” (p. 413). Thus, the frames of reference from which actors make sense and
behave often serve to uphold the dominant ideologies of HWI’s, maintaining an exclusive
and hostile environment for students of color.
Dominant logic in higher education often focuses on the efforts institutions are
making to increase diversity and support students of color. Harper & Hurtado (2007)
retorted “Researchers have consistently found that racial/ethnic minority students and
their White peers who attend the same institution often view the campus racial climate in
different ways” (p. 12). Some institutions rely upon hiring faculty or scholars of color,
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presupposing that their presence will enact diversity, without consideration for the
historic existence of the structures in which the diversity must now operate. The onus,
then, befalls the faculty/scholars of color to imbue diversity while leaving White faculty
free of responsibility (Brayboy, 2003). When diversity (or the lack thereof) becomes an
issue for an institution to contend with, Brayboy (2003) reported that “The problem is
rarely seen as individual attitudes, institutional policies, or overriding structures of the
institution,” (p. 76). Hooks (2003) described how discussions about race and racism are
seen as “dirty” and left to Blacks or other people of color. When White people speak of
race, it is often delivered as if prized and all-knowing. Further, the author posited that
when a Black person or other person of color points out a racist comment or action in a
meeting, the racist person is often shielded and protected as if they have been victimized
by the victim.
Thornton et al. (2012) described the conflicting logics that exists across
organizational relationships as synergistically forming one set of understandings. The
elitist structure of higher education is the US illustrates a dominant narrative that the
system was never meant for student of color as seen in the prevailing whiteness of
policies, practices, and values. However, diversity continues to be a flourishing topic on
college campuses. Highlighting these things, Hooks (2003) shared: “In a culture of
domination almost everyone engages in behaviors that contradict their beliefs and
values,” (Hooks, 2003, p. 29). While universities and its actors purport diversity as an
integral value, the institutional logics, or logic dissonance, at play perpetuate exclusive
and racist environments.
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Tinto’s Theory of Student Departure assumes that new students transition
successfully into college by shedding their common ways of being (Guiffrida, 2006).
Guiffrida (2006) argued that this theory is not applicable to minoritized students because
the approach would call for students to assimilate to a new culture, abandoning their
cultural norms and support, rather than simply navigating within cultures. The dominant
logic of higher education frames the experience of students of color within the need to
adapt to the academy. Like Guiffrida, Yosso (2005) challenged this notion by calling for
epistemological values across cultures. She contended that cultural wealth theorists have
traditionally used deficit frames that assume Whites perform at a standard that people of
color must achieve (Yosso, 2005). However, education must be critically analyzed by
situating it between the cultural wealth in communities of color and the reality of racism
(Yosso, 2005).
Tierney (1988) asserted that “organizational culture is a useful concept for
understanding management and performance in higher education” and further argued that
“Institutions certainly are influenced by powerful, external factors such as demographic,
economic, and political conditions, yet they are also shaped by strong forces that emanate
from within” (p. 3). Congruent with these ideals, Bensimon (2005) uses an organizational
learning lens to analyze the perceptions of academic achievement in higher education.
This perspective assumes that individuals learn based on their interactions with others in
an organization and the culture of that organization can inhibit or promote learning.
Additionally, the organizational learning lens assumes that individuals make sense of
issues through “cognitive frames,” or commons ways of thinking, believing, and
behaving. In similar fashion, the institutional logics on college campuses is the thread
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through the inner workings of the system. It is, then, necessary to understand
organizational culture in order to begin to understand the challenges faced in higher
education (Tierney, 1988). Signifying the transmission of meaning within the
organization, Tierney (1988) reported: “Organizational culture exists, then, in part
through the actors' interpretation of historical and symbolic forms,” (p.4). Thus, the
interplay between an organization’s culture and the logics of its actors result in a response
to that culture, otherwise known as climate.
Equity and Inclusion in Higher Education
The trajectory of college students has been colored by traditional student
developmental models (Tinto) with the expectation that students will shed their former
identities in favor of adopting new identities which will develop as a result of being in the
new college environment. This does not take into account the resources students bring
along with them, which might very well be essential to their identity development. Also,
this approach does not consider the sociohistorical impact of oppression and racism
salient and pervasive in institutions of higher education (Tierney, 1999).
Although factors such as socioeconomic status and social integration may present
barriers for low-income and minoritized students, access and equity in college should be
explored from a different lens (Tierney, 1999). Access and equity continue to be an issue
for the most marginalized - that’s well known - so, institutions must consider cultural
capital and cultural integrity as a means of structuring systems to recognize and affirm
students and their cultural backgrounds (Tierney, 1999). Institutions must also consider
the structures that make colleges and universities inequitable and exclusive.
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A place to start analyzing equity and inclusion in higher education is the
admissions process. The landmark court case, Regents of the University of California v.
Bakke, described the ruling against Affirmative Action in college admissions inhibiting
California’s colleges from using race as a factor in the admission review. Supporters of
race-based college admissions offer that not considering race negates the historically
exclusive nature of higher education and the lack of equity in admissions processes
(Orfield & Miller, 1998; Park & Lui, 2014). Kane remarked that “Race-blind class-based
policies alone would therefore be unlikely to produce anything like the level of racial
diversity on campus that explicit race-based policies have achieved,” (Orfield & Miller,
1998, p. 19). To provide an example, Kane stated that if students are granted admission to
college based only on standardized test scores, there would be an obvious disparity as
these exams have shown to be biased - institutions would be better off flipping a coin to
provide more diversity (Orfield & Miller, 1998).
Bell (2004) postulated that, although it has been clear that college admissions
processes are biased and even discriminatory, the preferred method of mediation has been
to implement a new program (such as Affirmative Action) rather than to “overhaul” the
policies, procedures, and practices that result in the discrimination. Much to the chagrin
of the gatekeepers of college admissions, Bell (2004) points out that the worry of
lowering standards to admit the underrepresented is not as pervasive as the occurrence of
preferential admissions for athletes, the affluent, children of alumni, and celebrities. The
term affirmative action denotes charity, lowering of standards to provide un-deserved
access “beyond what normally would be provided” (Bell, 2004, p. 140). Bell (2004)
retorted that the intent of the program is to provide access to opportunities (educational or
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employment) for Blacks - who are just as or more deserving than their White counterparts
- who have been systematically discriminated against.
Locks et al. (2008) commented that while the Grutter vs. Bollinger case affirmed
that “elite institutions have a responsibility to train their students to become leaders
across all segments of society,” the problem still remains, that “access to higher
education continues to be a contested area of US society with regard to admission to
flagships and other top-tier institutions (p. 258). Numbers of students of color attending
and graduating from US colleges and universities is on the rise, but still lag behind their
White and Asian counterparts. Institutions seeking to rectify disparities in retention and
matriculation oft pursue the creation and expansion of diversity programs. Though many
establish diversity initiatives intended to serve student needs, “institutions require a better
understanding of how the campus climate for diversity and intergroup relations plays a
role in student outcomes,” (Locks, et al., 2008, p. 258). Inequality is a learning problem
for institutional actors not students because they have not adjusted their practices to the
needs of the students within the institution (Bensimon, 2005).
Bensimon (2005) offered that the processes of our thinking - cognitive frames which inform beliefs, values, and attitudes also inform practices, and then, policies,
which perpetuate historical systems of oppression and exclusion. Deficit cognitive
frames, then, may hold value for diversity but see issues such as retention or degree
attainment as attributed to students. To emphasize this point, Bensimon (2005) argued:
Individuals who are guided by the equity cognitive frame focus intentionally on
the educational results or outcomes of black, Hispanic, and Native American
students. They are color conscious in an afﬁrmative sense. For example, they are
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more prone to notice and question patterns of educational outcomes, and they are
also more likely to view inequalities in the context of a history of exclusion,
discrimination, and educational apartheid, (p. 102).
With an “equity frame,” the conversation about diversity extends beyond increasing the
numbers but explores how to create meaningful experiences and inclusive environments
in which all actors are valued and represented.
The Black Student Experience
To understand how Black students experience higher education in America, one
must first explore the history thereof. Until the 19th century, Blacks were denied access
to higher education in the US Post-civil war conventions provided access to Blacks freed
from slavery, but remained limited, under-resourced, and mostly exclusionary (Harper et
al., 2009; Karkouti, 2016). In response, Blacks along with well-meaning Whites began to
establish institutions of learning, now known as Historically Black Colleges and
Universities (HBCU). In a turn of times, more Blacks were being educated, though the
numbers were few (Harper et al., 2009; Karkouti, 2016). Subsequent anti-discrimination
laws and policies were put in place prevent Blacks from educational and employment
discrimination (Harper et al., 2009; Karkouti, 2016). However, as Harper et al. (2009)
noted, the emergence of HBCU’s and increased access to higher education for Blacks
was seen as a “threat to White supremacy” (p. 394). Further, they remarked:
“The systemic subordination of African Americans was grounded in erroneous
assumptions and judgments that were generated and subsequently cemented into the
educational system” (p. 403-404). This subordination has filtered through every element
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of the educational system, from K-12 to high education, submitting the fallacy that
Blacks are academically inferior (amongst other things) to Whites.
The achievement gap is one such inferiority that has grave implications for the
Black student experience. Measures of learning and academic achievement for Black
college students are major issues in the US because educational outcomes consistently
fall below other groups (Parker & Flowers, 2003; Cokley & Chapman, 2008). A growing
prevalence in educational literature, however, is the exploration of the Black student
experience and the impact of racial climate issues on academic success. Current research
of Black student development shows connections between the achievement gap and a
lack of cultural integration. Black college students who attend predominantly White
institutions (PWI’s), contend with a lack of support for and representation of their
cultural identity resulting in them feeling less academically supported (Guiffrida &
Douthit, 2010, Parker & Flowers, 2003). Additionally, Henfield et al. (2014) suggested
that addressing the disparities in education for Black students, we must move away from
a focus on the achievement gap to a focus on opportunity gaps as “Black students [have]
had less access to a number of opportunities in comparison with all other students (p.
148).
In an attempt to solve issues of racial inequality, many colleges and universities
have increased the number of Black students on campus but they still struggle to retain
these students (Allen, 1992). Harper et al. (2007) made the point that to think of racial
disparities in education as only unfair would be a farce due to the continued sabotage
such as:
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the steady underrepresentation of African American students at PWIs; continued
over-reliance on racially-biased college entrance exams; consistent attempts to
dismantle affirmative action; increased statewide admissions standards for public
postsecondary education, without corresponding advances in public K-12 schools;
reports of racism and negative African American student experiences at PWIs;
low African American male student persistence and degree attainment rates;
forced desegregation of HBCUs; inequitable funding for HBCUs; and the decline
of need-based federal financial aid. (pp. 397-398)
Perhaps, the answer not only lies in increasing demographic diversity, but also in shifting
dominant norms and increasing inclusion. Quaye and Chang described that fostering a
culture of inclusion begins with engaging racial diversity head on (Museus & Jayakumar,
2012). An exploration of the experiences of racially diverse populations in HWI’s is one
way to understand how communities have been excluded. They add: “The lack of
attention to representation of students of color means that those students will continue to
experience marginalization because institutions do not include their experiences, stories,
and histories,” (Museus & Jayakumar, 2012, p. 89). Scaffolding this point, Museus et al.
underscored the importance of and safety in subcultures that students of color find in
historically and predominantly White spaces (Museus & Jayakumar, 2012). Cultural
centers and ethnic-based groups have served as safe havens for marginalized and
underrepresented students.
Patton (2006) defined these centers by explaining their role on university
campuses in creating inclusive environments for Black identified students. Her primary
assertion was that Black Cultural Centers are essential in the retention of Black students
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by creating a sense of familiarity and belonging. Although racial/ethnic based cultural
centers have a focus on a singular culture, their efforts are not to the exclusion of other
groups. Additionally, the importance of cultural centers in affirming and validating Black
student identities does not absolve institutions of their responsibility creating a more
inclusive environment.
Karkouti (2016) asserted that “Black students at PWIs view the campus racial
climate as hostile, alienating, and culturally insensitive,” (p. 59). From slavery, to Jim
Crow, to Separate but Equal, to Affirmative Action, there have been laws to perpetuate
institutionalized racism and exclusion of Blacks from US institutions, including
institutions of higher education, since the founding of this nation (Karkouti, 2016). Black
students are caught between their academic and personal obligations and navigating a
system that was not built for them. Smith et al. (2007) shared:
We maintain that differential exposure to race-related stressors at the societal,
institutional, interpersonal, and individual levels and the interpretations and
coping responses employed by African Americans can lead to the traumatic
psychological and physiological stress conditions of racial battle fatigue (p. 553)
Racial battle fatigue - the psychosocial stress Black students contend with on historically
White campuses - can present as social anxiety, anger, depression, physical illness, and
academic failure. To this point, Smith et al. (2007) added: “African Americans are trying
to transition into these historically White spaces and succeed, despite never knowing if or
when they might be the targets of racial discrimination” (p. 556).
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Summary
College and universities are living, breathing organizations that contain nuanced
systems of operating. Within the nuance, individual actors must hold space for their
values, ideals, and understandings, while also cupping the logics of the institutions.
Though artifacts of the environment such as the mission, policies, hiring practices, and
programs offered may reflect one set of values, it is often the unspoken rules and
common understandings that shape the climate and create a logic of dissonance.
Organizational actors, then, transmit these understandings, and tensions arise when there
is a conflict between the logics of individuals and those of the organization.
The logics in valuing diversity often compete with other existing logics on college
campuses. The urgency behind equity and inclusion in institutions of higher education,
specifically for Black students, comes from a long history of exclusion and an increase of
students of color in historically White spaces. Shifting priorities around increasing
diversity come against race-blind policies and traditional notions of serving students. In
the middle of this, university middle managers of student services programs are charged
with unfolding an agenda that ensures equity and inclusion for underrepresented students.
However, there is little literature about middle managers and how they navigate the logics
of valuing diversity on their university campuses. Thus, an exploration of the logics that
inform the ways in which equity and inclusion is achieved is needed.
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CHAPTER III
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
Restatement of the Purpose
The purpose of this study was to explore the logics university middle managers
use to facilitate, implement, and operate programs through which Black graduate students
are served. The literature about the Black student experience is a growing one, although
centrally focused on academic achievement. Issues of diversity, equity, and inclusion particularly, as related to race - are also of growing concern as campus cultures and
climate greatly influence student development (Allen, 1992; Allen & Zepeda, 2007;
Guiffrida & Douthit, 2010; Harper & Hurtado, 2007; Museus & Jayakumar, 2012).
Research suggests that Black students don’t feel supported by faculty and, further,
contend with stereotypes about race and achievement which impact their academic
experience and psychosocial development (Cokley & Chapman, 2008; Guiffrida &
Douthit, 2010). Allen (1992) suggested that campus racial climate has as much to do with
student success as financial and academic barriers. Further, he reported:
“To date, research on Black students in U.S. higher education has generated as
many questions as answers. There is a particular need to understand the effects of
individual and institutional characteristics on student outcomes and, at the same
time, to explore the relative importance of more proximate factors (such as
campus race relations) versus more distant factors (such as parent educational
attainment) as explanations for differential achievement by Black college
students,” (p. 32).
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Allen and Zepeda (2007) stated: “Access to graduate education has improved for
underrepresented populations in recent years, but at a pace much slower than it has for
undergraduate education,” (p. 81). These authors indicated that barriers that existed for
minoritized students at the undergraduate level tend to persist even at the graduate level.
This study attempted to explore the institutional dynamics like the attitudes, beliefs, and
actions of program managers which influence the opportunities and experiences of Black
students enrolled in graduate programs.
The research questions guiding this study were:
1. How do the dominant logics of the university perpetuate inequity and exclusivity
toward Black graduate students?
2. In what ways do university middle managers who are charged with enacting
equity and inclusion navigate the dominant logics of their institution to serve
students?
a. How and why do middle managers employ alternative logics in serving
Black graduate students?
b. How and why do middle managers uphold the dominant logics in serving
Black graduate students?

Research Design
For the purpose of this study, I employed a qualitative research method, case
study, to explore the logics within a single institution. Yin (2014) described the use of
case study research as necessary when a researcher must “understand a real-world case
and [assumes] that such an understanding is likely to involve important contextual
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conditions pertinent to [the] case,” (p. 16). Case study research helps to answer the “how”
and “why” questions (Yin, 1981, 2014), and in this study, helped develop a deeper
understanding of the interplay of logics of valuing diversity within institutions of higher
education. In answering the “how” and “why” questions of this study, Yin (2014)
suggested the creation of “a logical plan for getting from here to there,” (p. 28). This plan
included five components, as outlined in Yin’s (2014) work: (1) questions to guide the
case study; (2) propositions to be examined “within the scope of the study” (p. 30); (3)
units of analysis— “cases” to be studied; (4) linking data to propositions; and (5) criteria
for interpreting findings. This logical sequence kept the process of collecting, analyzing,
and interpreting the data in lockstep with the guiding questions for this study, and
ultimately, lead to some conclusions for this study (Yin, 2014).
The first component of design for this study – the research questions – addressed
the “how” and “why” of the phenomenon. In case study research, this approach to inquiry
can be explored through the researcher’s interactions with the case(s), types of evidence,
and the interpretation of the findings. The use of a single-case design, which focuses on
one phenomenon, will “represent the critical test of a significant theory” (Yin, 2014, p.
51). With this design, the theory of Institutional Logics served as a framework by which
to explore this study’s research questions. Within this framework, the researcher explored
how and why the dominant logics of this study’s university perpetuated inequity and
exclusion for Black graduate students; and, how and why university managers navigated
these logics to serve these students.
The second component of this study’s design entailed proposing a theoretical
orientation to guide the case study analysis. Yin (2014) posited that propositions “[help]
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to organize the entire analysis, pointing to relevant contextual conditions to be described
as well as explanations to be examined” (p. 136). This study was guided by three main
arguments: the logics of an institution provide its actors with rules and norms for
operating (Thornton & Ocasio, 1999); the daily operations of predominantly and
historically White institutions of higher education are influenced by a history of inequity
and exclusion that misplaces the value of and responsibility for diversity (Brayboy,
2003); and institutions are embedded with multiple, and sometimes competing, logics
through which individual actors must navigate (Dahlmann & Grosvold, 2017).
The third component of the research design for this study was an exploration of
the units of analysis – the case(s) to be studied. In examining the logics of middle
managers, the researcher conducted an analysis of multiple sources of evidence: publicly
available documentation such as letters and memoranda, news articles, announcements,
and reports; archival data such as campus surveys; and interviews with university middle
managers. Examining these sources not only captured the ways in which the university
understands and represents its value of diversity, but this analysis shed light on the logics
through which middle managers must operate to serve Black graduate students.
The fourth component of design was linking data to the propositions. According
to Reay & Jones (2016), “[w]hen studying logics, researchers must ground their insights
and abstractions to the context through quotes, observations, and thick description” (p.
442). Qualitative interviews in which participants share their values, beliefs, assumptions,
and how they’ve come to know elicited “thick” descriptions from which the researcher
identified patterns to parallel with the institutional documents and archival data. Reay &
Jones (2016) described this process as “capturing” versus “measuring” because
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qualitative researchers intend to describe a phenomenon in rich detail rather than set
against some prescribed criteria. In capturing logics, Reay & Jones (2016) described three
qualitative methods: pattern deducing (counting and comparing words), pattern matching
(matching types of words to logics), and pattern inducing (grouping behaviors according
to logics).
For this study, I used pattern inducing to explore behaviors among middle
managers within their university context. In this “bottom-up” method, common logics
will surface and can be analyzed across cases (Dahlmann & Grosvold, 2017; Reay &
Jones, 2016; Yin, 2014). Further, Reay & Jones (2016) described ways in which to
collect “thick” descriptions:
researchers capture logics by showing as much of the raw data as they can; text
segments taken directly from interview transcripts, observational field notes, or
documents are grouped into meaningful categories that constitute a pattern or set
of behaviors associated with one or more logics. (p. 449)
This process of pattern inducing, or capturing patterns in logics, connected the data to the
original propositions of this study. An analysis of the institutional data revealed the
existing logics within the university. Much like Dahlmann & Grosvold’s (2017) study,
the interviews were used to capture “repeated insights” and managers’ continuing efforts
to manage competing logics on a day-to-day basis.
The fifth and final component of this study’s research design involved the
creation of criteria for interpreting the findings. Yin (2014) described that “a major and
important alternative strategy is to identify and address rival explanations… [as this]
…becomes a criterion for interpreting your findings,” (p. 36). The case study approach
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allowed this researcher to gain insight into the attitudes and beliefs that shape how middle
managers operationalize equity and inclusion when serving Black graduate students. The
overarching proposition of this study was that the logics of university middle managers
interact with those of the institution to shape how and why Black graduate students are
served. However, several rival explanations existed: serving Black graduate students is
the responsibility of some other person or program; serving Black graduate students is all
of our responsibility; we haven’t quite figured out how to serve Black graduate students;
of course, we serve Black graduate students through our diversity programs; meeting the
needs of Black graduate students is a problem bigger than us; and, the state of the social
climate affects how and why we serve Black graduate students.
Using a single, embedded case study design, this study entailed an exploration of
the institutional logics (the case) within a university context, as well as, the middle
managers (embedded units of analysis) who navigated them. Though some caution about
the limitations of analysis in single case study designs (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2008; Yin,
2014), the “common case” rationale for employing this design was the need for capturing
university middle managers’ daily navigation of logics “because of the lessons it might
provide about the social processes related to some theoretical interest” (Yin, 2014, p. 52).
In the case of each middle manager, their logics were sifted and juxtaposed with the
broader institutional logics of serving Black graduate students.
Research Setting
The setting where this study was located is a large, public university in the US
northwest. The campus is located near a large metropolitan area known for its
demographic diversity and liberal politics. This university is recognized for its public
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service mission and it dedicates many resources towards diversity, equity and inclusion.
Recently launching an initiative to provide more support to Black students in its
institution, situating the study on this campus allowed for the exploration of the logics
mid-level managers used in aligning programmatic efforts with this institutional charge.
For the purpose of this study, the pseudonyms Global University, Global U, and GU,
were used interchangeably to reference this research setting.
The research setting was of particular interest because of its structure and how
students are served. While many of its programs are undergraduate-focused, the
university has a division dedicated to serving graduate students. This division not only
oversees admissions to the university, but it is also responsible for supporting graduate
students throughout their experience in the university. With a targeted focus on graduate
students, this study uncovered the dominant logics of serving Black graduate students in
this university. An exploration of the logics of middle managers showcased the interplay
between their logics and those of the university. Further, an exploration of the context in
which these logics exist occurred in the data collection process.
Data Collection
The data for this study was collected in two ways, corresponding to the different
aspects of the case study. The first set of data (see Table 1) centered on establishing the
context of the case. Accessing publicly posted institutional documents (i.e. on the
university website) and archival data, the researcher explored how the university presents
its logics of valuing diversity and in what ways the university is equitable for and
inclusive of Black graduate students. Documents such as reports on demographic
diversity data, press releases about recent diversity initiatives pertaining to Black
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Table 1
Documents Selected for Analysis
Documents selected
Climate Survey Results Summary

Author
An external
consulting firm

Audience
All campus
community and
external constituents

Diversity Snapshot

The office for equity
and inclusion

All campus
community and
external constituents

Graduate Student Profile

Division serving
graduate students

Graduate students and
external constituents

Graduate Student Handbook

Graduate students

Initiative for African American Students –
Announcement

Senior university
leader

All campus
community

Initiative for African American Students –
Press Release

Public Affairs

External constituents

Letter of commitment to an inclusive campus

Senior university
leader

All campus
community

students, and institutional statements of commitment provided insight as to values the
institution was trying to reflect. Archival data such as past climate surveys illustrated
what has been examined and recorded at the institution, specifically, connected to ways
of thinking and being within the institution. These sources of evidence demonstrated the
institutional logics of serving Black students, answering the first research question of this
study, How do the dominant logics of the university perpetuate inequity and exclusivity
toward Black graduate students?

The second set of data attempted to reify the connection between emergent
themes in navigating logics within the university answering the second research question,
In what ways do university middle managers who are charged with enacting equity and
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inclusion navigate the dominant logics of their institution to serve students?, and to
validate this case study. Thus, the researcher conducted qualitative interviews with
university managers. An analysis of the logics of university middle managers centered on
the ways in which they navigate the university’s logics in serving Black graduate
students. Their logics in serving these students as the central phenomenon, Creswell’s
(2012) advice for exploring participants’ experiences was considered. He provided that in
qualitative research, interviews “permit participants to describe detailed personal
information…[and]…the interviewer can ask specific questions to elicit this
information,” (Creswell, 2012, p. 218). Kuntz (2016) added that qualitative research is a
form of truth telling: “good qualitative inquiry does more than describe; it intervenes on
multiple material levels” (p. 68). Conducting a series of interviews of middle managers
not only provided a range of perspective on the logics used in meeting the needs of Black
graduate students, but the responses from the interviews unveiled some ideas about
what’s needed to instigate change. Through the analysis of the various sources of data,
the researcher was able to validate the statements of middle managers and situate their
logics within the existing framework of the institution.

The interviews were conducted in an agreed upon location and scheduled for one
hour. Prior to the interview, the researcher requested that participants complete a short
demographic survey (see Appendix D) through an online platform, Qualtrics, to confirm
their willingness to participate in the study. At the start of the interview, the researcher
shared the “Consent to Participate in the Study” (see Appendix A) with participants for
signature. Upon participant consent, the researcher conducted the interview. Highlighting
information from the institutional data, the researcher asked participants to share their
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values, ideas, beliefs, and understandings about the institutional logics at play. Similar to
the qualitative study conducted by Dahlmann & Grosvold (2016), the interviews captured
“repeated in sights” and managers’ continuing efforts to manage competing logics on a
day-to-day basis. The protocol for this study (see Appendix B) was developed based upon
the theoretical framing of this study as well as the institutional data analyzed in the first
part of data collection. Questions posed covered perceptions of institutional values of
diversity, thoughts and feelings towards individual responsibility, and ways in which
middle managers navigate these two sets of ideals. The questions were continuously
revised given what emerged from the institutional documents and interviews throughout
the data collection process.
All interviews were recorded electronically. At the completion of the interviews,
the researcher addressed any questions participants may have had.

Participants
Participants recruited for this study were chosen because of their level of
leadership and the nature of working in the student services category within the research
setting. In the context of this study, the middle manager employment classification was
relatively small compared to other classifications. The role of the middle manager in
student services programs, however, was instrumental in the planning, implementation,
and delivery of services. These individuals may serve as directors, program coordinators,
and/or assistant deans. Unlike faculty or senior administrators, they often engage in the
day-to-day aspects of student services operations, and understand the ground-level
student concerns as well as top-down leadership from administrators.
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The data collection method used for the qualitative interviews with university
middle managers in this study was purposeful sampling, specifically homogenous and
snowball sampling. Using homogenous sampling, the researcher intentionally selected
individuals based on their characteristics as middle managers in student services
classifications. Participants were found from a list of managers on the institution’s
website. To locate additional participants for this study, the researcher engaged snowball
sampling. Creswell (2012) described snowball sampling as proceeding “after a study
begins and occurs when the researchers asks participants to recommend other individuals
to be sampled” (p. 209). Participants were queried about whom they might refer to
provide insight about existing or alternative logics in serving Black graduate students.
For the purpose of this inquiry, individuals interviewed were middle managers who
oversaw a student services project or program, were responsible for managing a team of
staff, worked in close proximity to students, and reported to a supervisor or senior
administrator. In the first wave of this study, the researcher analyzed institutional
documents and archival data from which programs that serve the university’s diversity
and student support agendas were referenced. The managers in this study were
represented in those programs.
Data Analysis
For this study, the data was analyzed using two key tools: a matrix of categories
(see Appendix E) to group together common logics and a qualitative data analysis
software, Dedoose, to examine emerging themes. According to Yin (2014), “[the]
analysis of case study evidence is one of the least developed aspects of doing case
studies,” (p. 133), so an analytic strategy is necessary.
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In the first part of strategic data analysis, the researcher revisited the theoretical
propositions outlined in the research design to guide the exploration of common themes,
or logics, about serving Black graduate students that emerged from the institutional
documents and archival data. An examination of the institutional documents lead the
researcher to grouping common themes about valuing diversity and serving Black
graduate students into categories of logics.
In the second part of this analysis, the interviews were recorded and transcribed,
and then input into a data management system, Dedoose. To analyze the participants’
interview responses, the qualitative coding method, pattern inducing, was used. Reay &
Jones (2017) reported, “[t]o use this technique, researchers gather empirical textual data
that range from interview to direct observation and often include personal experience” (p.
449). This process entailed grouping detailed transcriptions of common behaviors and
beliefs from which specific logics emerged from the interviews (Dahlmann & Grosvold,
2017; Reay & Jones, 2016). Framing this analysis through the lens of institutional logics,
the researcher relied on the rival explanations to the propositions of this study to
categorize participants’ logics. These logics were then used to describe patterns across
cases within the context of this study (see Figure 1).
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Figure 1. Logic model of data analysis

Trustworthiness
To ensure trustworthiness of this study, the researcher “[triangulated] among
different data sources to enhance the accuracy of [the] study,” (Creswell, 2012, p. 259).
Triangulation, a strategy for internal validity, entails checking one data source against
another in order to demonstrate accuracy and credibility of the data (Creswell, 2012). To
this end, the parallel of thick descriptions from participant interviews to analyzed
institutional documents empirically grounded the data to the context (Reay & Jones,
2016). Reay & Jones (2016) noted: “Logics are contextual and translated by members
for their time and place, and theoretically they elaborate a structural theory of culture by
focusing on the patterns of and interplay among symbols, beliefs, norms, and practices”
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(p. 441). The juxtaposition of the logics that emerged from the interviews to logics from
the institution was a way to ensure the trustworthiness of the data.
Ethical Considerations
To begin this study, two permissions needed to be obtained: The Institutional
Review Board (IRB) and participant informed consent. Once the IRB approval had been
received, email introductions and requests (see Appendix C) were sent to a selective list
of potential participants. Participants were informed of the study, data collection
methods, protocols, benefits, and risks. Minimum risks were associated with the nature of
data collection – participants were asked to participate in semi-structured interviews in
which they discussed their beliefs, attitudes, and logic towards implementing programs to
serve Black students. Participants were asked questions about personal values and
judgment which may elicit some reluctance about appearing biased towards students.
Recorded responses from interviews were analyzed, coded, and stored in a secured data
management system. Identities of participants remained confidential. The benefit for
respondents participating in this study was the opportunity to assess practices of equity
and inclusion in their work, as well as, add to the research and literature about the Black
Graduate Student Experience.
Limitations
Broadly, the methodological approach, case study research, was limited by the
lack of consensus on a clear definition and design in the field. In a comparison of the
approaches of three prominent research methodologists, Robert K. Yin, Robert Stake, and
Sharan Merriam, Yazan (2015) noted the “multiplicity of approaches and a contested
terrain marked by variety of perspectives,” (p. 150). With such dissention, implementing
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a standard case study design is limited. To address these concerns, the researcher
designed and implemented a case study based on one theoretical approach: Yin’s.
Background of the Researcher
In situating myself within this research, it is important to note my relationship to
this work, as a shareholder and stakeholder. Throughout this study, I held two roles as a
middle manager within the research setting. The first role maintained direct service
delivery to graduate students. The second, and current, role maintains direct service
delivery to undergraduate students. Both roles, in close juxtaposition to those being
interviewed, shared in the responsibility of serving the diversity, equity, and inclusion
mission of the institution. While the latter role has indirect contact with graduate
students, aspects of the position require some interaction with the graduate side of the
house.
Identifying as Black and being enrolled in a graduate program whilst working as a
middle manager are important characteristics to note. With personal experiences of
traversing through graduate education as a Black student, my orientation to this work is
professional but also of lived experience. Many of the issues faced by graduate students
highlighted by the managers in this study were issues that I contended with as a student.
Additionally, my role as a researcher intersects with all of these identities as they are
topics I chose to study because of my relation to them.
With a vested interest in the affairs of Black students and close proximity to the
issues at hand, it is important to note my bias towards the research topic.
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CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS
Introduction
As stated in Chapter 1, this study explored the logics university middle managers
used in serving Black graduate students. The aim of this project was to explore the
attitudes, beliefs, and rules university middle managers have come to know in meeting
the needs of Black graduate students within their organizational structure and established
set of practices. In this study, the researcher examined how diversity is portrayed as a
value, and subsequently, the ways in which equity and inclusion are tools by which this
value is upheld.
This chapter presents the findings and data analysis of this study in three parts.
The first part involves an analysis of several documents detailing institutional values,
commitments, and initiatives towards diversity, equity, and inclusion. In the second part,
interviews conducted with some of the university’s middle managers are analyzed to
depict how they navigate the logics of valuing diversity. The third, and last part, will
provide a summary of the interplay between the logics defining how the university and its
middle managers enact equity and inclusion for Black graduate students.
Analysis of Institutional Documents Regarding Diversity
For this study, the researcher analyzed how the university presents its logics of
valuing diversity and the ways in which the university is equitable for and inclusive of
Black graduate students. To uncover these logics, several documents (see Table 1) were
examined which included information about demographic diversity, diversity initiatives
pertaining to Black students, and institutional statements of commitment to equity and
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inclusion. These sources of evidence documented the rationale, responses, and reactions
to diversity on this campus.
Viewed through the framework of institutional logics, the documents’ contents
revealed several logics that aligned with the guiding propositions of this study: the logics
of an institution provide its actors with rules and norms for operating (Thornton &
Ocasio, 1999); the daily operations of predominantly and historically White institutions
of higher education are influenced by a history of inequity and exclusion that misplaces
the value of and responsibility for diversity (Brayboy, 2003); and institutions are
embedded with multiple, and sometimes competing, logics through which individual
actors must navigate (Dahlmann & Grosvold, 2017). For the purpose of this study, the
guiding propositions will be used to frame the analysis of the institutional documents.

Proposition 1. Logics Shape and Define Norms and Rules
Organizational theorists propose that an institution’s logics shape its norms for
operating and define rules by which individual actors govern themselves and their
relation to others (Dahlmann & Grosvold, 2017; Nichols & Huybrecht, 2016; Thornton et
al, 2012; Thornton & Ocasio, 1999). In the case of this research site, the logics of valuing
diversity were depicted in several institutional documents which were posted on the
university’s website, accessible to its constituents and the public. A resounding message
that emanated from the senior leadership of this campus is the deep value for a diverse
campus population and welcoming climate. Further, two themes emerged from the
analysis of these documents: the importance of Global University’s identity and prestige,
as well as its commitment to diversity and inclusivity.
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Theme 1: Identity and prestige. In the Graduate Student Handbook shared on
the university’s website, the senior leader for the division serving graduate students
included this introductory statement:
Global University goes beyond academic rigor. It creates a socially conscious
environment that motivates and values contributions for the greater good. Many
find that helping to make the world a better place is every bit as rewarding, and
every bit as important in defining their future lives, as their core academic
interests.
Signifying the institution’s logics around prestige in academia and its contribution to
society, this statement highlighted how the institution was viewed, by its actors and the
outside word. While this status as a rigorous institution has maintained prominence as a
part of the university’s identity, other factors also proved important. In another document
highlighting a snapshot of Global University’s demographic diversity, the issue of
climate came into play:
…the University is mindful that there is still more work to do, and is continuing to
expand its efforts, particularly on pressing concerns related to undergraduate
access, undergraduate graduation, faculty diversity, and campus climate.
Further in this document, the rationale for highlighting climate was provided:
Global University provides vital access to higher education for many underserved
California populations, but is still less diverse than the state as a whole.
And,
Global University’s undergraduate demographics have changed little over the past
decade: 53% are women, 17% are from historically underrepresented racial/ethnic
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groups (African American, Chicano/Latino, and Native American/Alaska Native),
40% are Asian, and 29% are White.
These statements implicated the challenges Global University faced with regard to
serving diverse students. Though the specific issues were not listed, the highlighting of
racial disparities and the need to do more suggested that some conflict existed.
Additionally, the statements shed light on how climate is as much part of the university’s
identity as is academic prestige.
Theme 2: Commitment to diversity and inclusivity. In the Letter of
Commitment to an Inclusive Campus, Global University’s top senior leader underscored
the results from a campus climate survey and announced some efforts that would be
instituted in remedying some of the pressing concerns:
Based on a recommendation from the [Diversity Student Development
Taskforce], I have authorized the immediate formation of a new […] advisory
board to help address challenges faced by students of color on this campus. I want
to especially thank a broad-based planning committee for its work on developing
the charge and membership structure for this new working group that will include
undergraduates, graduate students, faculty, and staff from a range of campus
constituencies and organizations.
The announcement of these efforts illustrated the values and goals this institution’s senior
leader aspired to embed as a part of their operational culture such as a value for diversity
and an inclusive climate.
Along this same vein, the top senior leader espoused his commitment to
supporting Black students, staff, and faculty in the Initiative for African Americans, as the
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campus climate survey revealed they are the most negatively affected population on
campus:
Today we are announcing the Global University Initiative for African Americans,
a comprehensive effort to address the underrepresentation of African American
students, faculty, and staff at our university, and improve the climate for those
who are here now and all who will join our community in the future.
Inasmuch as this initiative focused on one demographic population, the top senior leader
reminded readers of the institution’s commitment to sustain an inclusive environment for
everyone, continuing with this statement:
In that context nothing is more important than making good on our commitment
to foster and sustain a campus community and climate where every person feels,
respected and welcome.
The commitments made by Global University’s top senior leader signified the important
institutional values he sought after. His inclusive language of “our” indicated the
expectation of a campus-wide commitment to an inclusive climate.
Subsequent messaging about the support of African Americans at Global
University, and thereby improving the campus climate, resulted in the Press Release
about the Initiative for African Americans. In an unprecedented and possibly
commissioned event, three of Global University’s senior leaders who identify as African
American provided insight and commentary about the university’s efforts towards an
inclusive environment. One of the leaders stated:
We see it as the next step in what have been a long set of various sorts of actions
to support campus climate and increase diversity…Our efforts intensified this past
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year in response to listening to our students express their needs, and in response to
a renewed national attention on issues of race.
Emphasizing the push and pull of internal and external pressures around addressing the
climate, this leader illustrated how serving diversity is not only connected to those within
the institution, but to the broader society. To follow, the same senior leader interlaced the
diversity mission with economics implicating finances as a tool for supporting Black
students:
The experiment has actually been done already by [our sister university]. That
wasn’t an endowment, as we would like to have here. But they produced a fund
that would enhance or supplement the financial aid that is already given by the
[system of universities]. And that had a huge effect on their enrollments.
And,
One thing I’d say is that the scholarship effort is a signal to the broader black
community that Global University cares about this.
The logics of valuing diversity at Global University was evident in the documentary
statements from the institution’s senior leaders. These logics were made known by way
of initiatives, resources, and personal commitments these individuals expressed through
the public documents.
The Press Release included more indications of guiding principles and ideas as
highlighted by the other senior leaders. One leader mentioned the importance of
initiatives like Global University’s Initiative for African Americans in sharing the
institution’s values:
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I think there’s something else this initiative signals about institutional values. It
signals to the community externally, to our communities, that Global University
cares about fostering diversity. It also signals to our internal community here on
campus, our students and our staff and our faculty, that this is something that’s
important, that this is something that we care about, and that we’re going to work
together to foster a more diverse and inclusive community. And I think that is
really important work.
Another leader emphasized the impact of these values on the broader purpose of the
institution and society:
I would also like to emphasize that the initiative has a broader impact and purpose
than just improving student numbers and climate. There are other important
components that are aimed at increasing faculty diversity; this not only makes
Global University more attractive to students but to a broader cross-section of
faculty and improves the climate for the faculty here. It will increase the impact
that Global University has in service to the state and nation to the extent that new
research is done on topics that address societal tensions or disparities.
And, further, the importance of embedding these values in the fabric of the institution’s
operations, was underscored:
Finally, there are staff development pieces that are aimed at providing more
leadership opportunities for staff of color. While these efforts are embedded in
this initiative, they will have a broader positive impact for the rest of the campus.
The statements from these senior leaders not only share out the values of the institution
for external parties to understand, but they serve as instructions for internal parties. Each
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document included declarations of the senior leaders’ commitments and efforts that
would be enacted to ensure fulfillment of those commitments at Global University.
Global University’s logics around their reputation as related to prestige and a
commitment to diversity and inclusion shaped and defined the value proposition of
diversity to its campus. In both the Graduate Student Handbook and the Initiative for
African Americans Press Release, the concept of diversity was emphasized as a tool for
making the campus appear more attractive to potential students and faculty. The Press
Release also referenced funding efforts that would be dedicated to increasing the
representation of African Americans on campus. The Handbook, on the other hand,
highlighted the rigorous nature of Global U’s academics and indicated its status above
other institutions. In each of these instances, the campus leaders held diversity and
prestige at high value as these elements determine who is recruited and, then, who
becomes part of the campus community. However, as evidenced by the figures in the
Handbook and comments in the Press Release, low representation of Underrepresented
Minoritized (URM) communities, specifically African Americans, has been a
longstanding concern at this tier-one institution. These understandings, together, illustrate
Global University’s characteristics which are shared, promoted, and reinforced through
the public posting of the documents referenced.
Proposition 2. Daily Operation of HWI’s Misplace Diversity
Brayboy (2003) like many others (Greenwood et al, 2008; Harper et al, 2009;
Hooks, 2003; Husband, 2016; Strange & Banning, 2001), highlighted that the daily
operations of predominantly and historically White institutions of higher education are
influenced by a history of inequity and exclusion that misplaces the value of and
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responsibility for diversity. At this research site, the emphatic focus on diversity, equity,
and inclusion was evident in the documents analyzed. This focus, often connected to the
poor climate for people of color, revealed the institution’s need to correct longstanding
inequities in serving underrepresented students. Further, these documents illustrated
where the responsibility might lie in transmitting the value of diversity within the
institution.
Theme 1: Crisis of racial underrepresentation. The Diversity Snapshot
produced by Global University’s office for equity and inclusion provided a synopsis of
the demographic diversity represented on campus and some cause for its composition.
With specific regard to graduate students, the document called attention to external
factors impacting the dearth of racial and ethnic diversity on campus:
Graduate student diversity largely mirrors availability pools and peer institutions.
However, gaps still exist for historically underrepresented racial/ethnic groups,
and for women in the STEM fields.
The document showcased supposed successes in diversity at Global University but
filtered in challenge areas for the diversity mission. Deflecting an institutional focus, the
cause for racial/ethnic underrepresentation was attributed to issues larger than Global
University’s control. The document lamented the national crises of underrepresentation
for the most affected categories of populations:
…the pool of graduate students from highly selective institutions is less diverse
than the national pool of baccalaureates, which is 20% African American,
Chicano/Latino, and Native American/Alaska Native.
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Essentially, the Diversity Snapshot, underscored the problem of a lack of diversity at
Global University while it maintained distance between institutional values and priorities,
and the outcomes of such when implemented. While diversity was presented as a crucial
value in the Snapshot, the blame for a dearth of representation in Global U’s graduate
programs was placed on other institutions and the pool of candidates for being less
diverse. In a way, Global University has excused itself from accountability for the lack of
diversity on its campus.
The low representation of communities of color at Global University has had a
notable impact on the campus climate. The Climate Survey Results Summary
encapsulated the outcomes of a campus-wide survey on climate experiences for faculty,
staff, and students. The key findings in this summary revealed experiences of exclusion
and poor climate. It was found that:
26% of respondents (n = 3,307) believed that they had personally experienced
exclusionary, intimidating, offensive and/or hostile conduct; 10% of respondents
(n = 1,232) indicated that the conduct interfered with their ability to work or learn.
Explored further, it was found that those who reported negative climate experiences were
individuals from minoritized communities on campus:
Differences emerged based on various demographic characteristics including
position status, ethnic identity, racial identity, and discipline of study. For
example,
•

A higher percentage of Staff respondents reported experiencing this
conduct based on their position status as compared to Faculty or Students.
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•

A higher percentage of ethnic and racial minorities reported experiencing
this conduct based on their racial identity as compared to non-minorities.

Accentuating the problem of exclusion in historically White institutions, the Climate
Survey Results Summary indicated another major finding:
Underrepresented Minority respondents and Multi-Minority respondents were less
comfortable than White respondents and Other People of Color respondents with
the overall climate and the workplace climate. White respondents were more
comfortable with the climate in their classes than other racial groups.
As reviewed in this document, the dominant logic of safety and comfort for White
communities and those who are not African American/Black, Chicanx/Lantinx, or Native
American was persistent. Indicative of the prevalence of issues with campus climate and
the call for support around these issues, the document featured a list of recent efforts and
resources. Racial climate issues, as confirmed by the Press Release, Announcement,
Handbook, and Letter of Commitment, are not new to Global University. The negative
experiences noted by the racial minoritized in the climate survey results only validated
that despite diversity efforts on campus, they continued to experience exclusion.
A key finding from the aforementioned climate survey results was that African
Americans at Global University reported the least satisfaction and safety from the campus
climate. In turn, the university’s top senior leader announced an initiative that would
serve the interests of African Americans on campus, furthering the university’s diversity
agenda. The Initiative for African Americans Announcement emphasized the role the
senior leader believed the university has in serving diversity:
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Global University’s reputation as the world’s preeminent public university is well
deserved, yet that standing is only part of what makes this such a special place.
We believe deeply in the importance and benefits of diversity in every sense of
the word, while our public mission and ethos mean that we all have a stake in our
continued ability to offer a model for the sort of society we hope to build in the
world around us.
As read, this institution’s reputation has flourished from its elite identity. However, with
a focus on diversifying its campus, Global University must contend with a history of
exclusion toward demographically diverse populations. To this point, Global U’s senior
leader commented:
It is evident that African Americans have faced challenges at Global U in terms of
their representation and the climate with which they must contend. The share of
African Americans among our students and faculty has been hovering at
disproportionately low levels for many years, posing a challenge for us all.
The announcement of Global U’s initiative for African Americans indicated the
university’s recognition of the inequities and exclusivity facing Black communities on
campus. Nevertheless, illustrated in this document like the others, diversity was upheld as
a commodity for the university rather than a challenge to traditional notions of who the
university is for.
Theme 2: Assignment of responsibility. In the Press Release about the new
initiative for African Americans, Global U’s Black senior leaders shared their excitement
and the just cause for the impending efforts. One of the leaders reflected on the
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institutionalization of exclusion by providing a reminder of where the Black community
stands on their campus:
For too long, African Americans on our campus have faced obstacles to feeling
fully included in the life of our university.
To further explain how this community has been marginalized, this leader described how
members of the Black community have had to learn skills, or logics, for navigating the
margins:
The numbers of African American students have gotten so small on this campus
as to affect the experience of being a black student here. If you’re such a small
minority, you can feel a kind of spotlight pressure that starts to be a factor in how
you are able to engage the institution, and to engage the opportunities here, and
the resources here. It’s something you’ve got to deal with.
As Black students have wrestled with the logic of their exclusion, another Black leader
offered that the students’ response of protest was the pressure needed for this initiative to
get off the ground, and shared:
Student activism is a really important part of the Global University tradition, and
the students’ thinking and energy and dedication to this has played an important
role in the process.
Realizing that issues of inequity and exclusion at Global U were reflections of issues in
broader society, this leader stressed the importance of tackling them at the institutional
level:
And part of why that’s important is that this lack of representation isn’t just a
Global U problem. This is a national problem in higher education, and in all
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segments of American life. So in that way I think it positions us to say that we see
college campuses as a really important place to intentionally practice fostering the
kind of diversity and equity that we should see in our society, but that we do not.
This document exhibited the widespread problem of inequity and exclusion for Black
students in America’s colleges and universities which speaks to the depth and historicity.
What the Press Release also denoted was that while these issues are pervasive, it befalls
the Black community on college campuses to urge, through protest and presentation,
validation of these concerns. At Global U, the three most senior Black leaders on campus
seemed to assume, or be appointed, the responsibility for the Initiative for African
Americans. The location of responsibility for diversity within communities of color not
only relieves others of obligation but reinforces the inequity and exclusion of those whom
are already marginalized.
Messages about responsibility, and ultimately, accountability for diversity were
embedded in Global University’s documents and illustrated how actors can engage with
the concept. The Graduate Student Handbook served as a guide for Global U’s graduate
students as it included tips, tools, rules and resources for navigating the university
successfully. In a section titled “Equity & Inclusion,” the document provided some
direction for diverse student populations:
[Global University’s office for equity and inclusion] provides leadership and
accountability to resolve systemic inequities for all members of Global U through
engaged research, teaching, and public service, and by expanding pathways for
access and success and promoting a healthy and engaging campus climate.
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A list of resources for the advising and preparation of these students was included and
framed as tools for recruiting and retaining them. Relegating the concerns of diverse
student populations to these targeted programs, the document illustrated the common
institutional logic of locating the responsibility for equity and inclusion in silo.
The historical underrepresentation of communities of color paired with the
dislocation of responsibility for diversity have produced a climate of exclusion at Global
University. As intimated by one of the senior leaders in the Press Release, the lack of
racial diversity negatively impacted underrepresented groups and, further, influenced the
draw of those groups to the campus. Additionally, while racial disparities and exclusion
at Global U was noted as reflecting a larger social issue, accountability for issues in this
university were passed over. The institutional documents analyzed included the
underlying assumption that the value of diversity was shared and enacted across campus.
However, Global University’s acknowledgement of disparities without measures of
accountability have misplaced the value of diversity.
Proposition 3. Actors Navigate Multiple and Competing Logics
Dahlmann and Grosvold (2017) pointedly argued that institutions are embedded
with multiple, and sometimes competing, logics through which individual actors must
navigate. The documents analyzed in this study revealed that very point. A common
message threaded throughout the series of documents was the institution’s desire to enact
equity and inclusion while upholding a tradition of excellence, prestige, and elitism.
Noted throughout, Global U’s notions of prominence and distinction in the field of higher
education were founded upon antiquated principles that represented the interests of the
White elite and historically excluded all others. The content in the documents analyzed

65

display these competing logics from which two themes arose: the tensions between an
elitist culture and exclusive climate, and, lingering historical implications.
Theme 1: Tensions between culture and climate. In the Diversity Snapshot,
Global University’s office for equity and inclusion attempted to provide some context
around the external factors affecting the dearth in racial and ethnic diversity on campus.
While the value of diversity was espoused, this document highlighted legislative
constraints that impeded the growth of a more diverse population at Global U:
These gaps are due in part to Proposition 209 and broader societal factors. After
Proposition 209 took effect, the number of African American, Chicano/Latino,
and Native American/Alaska Native undergraduate students at Global University
dropped by half.
Though the sociopolitical climate has had a detrimental impact on the admission review
practices in colleges and universities, the state of the campus climate also effected the
way in which diverse students experienced Global University. Not only policies, but
practices, values, and beliefs that were embedded with disparate views about who Global
U is for, were artfully reflected in the Diversity Snapshot.
The Climate Survey Results Summary showcased two sets of logics about how
Global University’s actors experienced the campus. The first set of logics included the
idea of a growing and diverse campus community, in which diversity was a value. To
demonstrate this value, the use of a diversity education program was highlighted:
Since 2011, over 2,500 students, faculty and staff have participated in the new
Diversity Education Program featuring open enrollment and customized
workshops on topics such “Exploring Unconscious Bias” and “Creating Inclusive
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Classrooms.” DEP also provides customized facilitation, coaching and Interactive
Theater performances to departments who have experienced acts of intolerance or
bias in their areas.
The second set of logics depicted individual actors’ experiences of the environment,
despite the programming offered to create an inclusive climate. The survey results
showed:
Underrepresented Minority respondents and Multi-Minority respondents were less
comfortable than White respondents and Other People of Color respondents with
the overall climate and the workplace climate. White respondents were more
comfortable with the climate in their classes than other racial groups.
The excerpts above show the varying logics that existed at Global University. While the
value of diversity was embedded through the form of programs offered to the campus
community, the daily experiences of diverse members of Global U continued to suffer.
After the release of the Climate Survey Results Summary, Global U’s top senior
leader wrote of his commitment to creating an inclusive climate. In this letter written to
the entire campus community, he reflected on the competing logics within the institution:
While the Global U-specific survey data indicate that we have ample reason to
take pride in the progress we have made, they also make clear that there is much
more work to be done.
With an overwhelming sense that something needed to be done, the senior leader
expressed,
I am personally committed to what must, by its very nature, be an unending
campaign to ensure that every member of our campus community feels respected
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and valued. I am convinced that no matter how far we have come, or how much
we achieve in the future, there will always be room to improve. Now, as we stand
on the threshold of a new fundraising campaign I will insist that it incorporates as
key priorities, new financial support for our efforts to increase the number and
success of students from underrepresented minorities that we admit; expand
opportunities and fellowships for graduate students of color; diversify our staff
leadership; and improve our recruitment and retention of under-represented
faculty members.
The top senior leader identified some new priorities around the recruitment and retention
of underrepresented groups. He emphasized supporting communities color by increasing
funding, and more opportunities for students, staff and faculty. However, other priorities
such as recruiting top talent from selective institutions, and policies and laws that
constrained the consideration of race were noted as significant factors in decision making
illustrating the tension between the university’s culture and climate. Navigating with this
understanding, Global U’s top senior leader ceded,
As a public university, among our most fundamental purposes are the
contributions we make to our collective intellectual and moral well-being, and the
extent to which we prepare our students to fully engage in a world defined by
differences and diversity. We will do what is necessary to create on this campus
an environment that can serve as a model for the sort of society we are striving to
build.
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Matching the sentiment in the other documents, the Letter of Commitment displayed
Global University’s struggle to create a space in which marginalized groups were
included in an institution that was never meant for them in the first place.
In the Initiated for African Americans Announcement the top senior leader and the
university’s executive chief officer further reiterated the poor climate experiences for
Black community members with this leading message:
Moreover, a recent campus climate survey found that African American students
feel the least respected among all groups on campus. All the evidence tells us that
this situation is critical and that we must, as an administration, a community, a
workforce, a student body and a faculty, do better.
These leaders stressed the importance of improving the climate for African Americans as
they saw it necessary in improving the climate for the whole campus. To address
concerns about leaving other groups out, the leaders commented that,
This initiative, while focused on African Americans, is not a zero-sum game. It
will not take away resources from other groups or communities or undermine our
commitment to equity for all, regardless of origins, beliefs or identities.
The logics expressed in this announcement highlighted the desired commitment to equity,
however, the division among priorities was clear. Though the leaders described the
shared stake all actors had in creating an inclusive community, the campus was at risk of
competition for resources among groups. To calm the potential divide, Global U’s top
senior leader underscored community:
Although the initiative we are undertaking is predicated on our collective
determination to engage and improve the campus climate for African Americans
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across every sector of our community, we also know that progress and
improvement cannot and will not happen solely as the result of administrative
dictate. Rather, success in this most important of realms can only be achieved and
sustained if all of us – students, faculty, administrators and alumni – work
together in the context of what are deeply shared goals, values, and beliefs. To be
clear, the success of this initiative will depend on effective and ongoing
collaboration among all of us here on the campus and, crucially, our alumni and
friends whose support will be essential if we are to make good on our aspirations.
Taking the stance that inclusion is everyone’s responsibility negates the embedded
practices of exclusion woven into the fabric of the institution. Global University’s top
senior leader unmasked an antiquated logic of disserving Black campus members while
he brought forth a new logic that defined an initiative specifically to serve them.
Nevertheless, little to none was explored in the Initiative for African Americans
Announcement that addressed the root to poor climate experiences for Black actors nor
measures of accountability. The announcement, instead, showcased a common logic of
promoting inclusion through the creation of programs, stated values, and building
community without exploring culpability. Like the establishment of the department for
equity and inclusion, and perhaps other diversity efforts, the initiative for African
Americans demonstrates the espoused value of diversity without addressing the
longstanding history of exclusion.
Theme 2: Lingering historical implications. In the Initiative for African
Americans Press Release, Global University’s top Black leaders described the history of
exclusion on campus. With a pointed focus on Black students, these leaders expressed the
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dire need for the Initiative for African Americans by sharing how structural and political
issues have served as barriers. One of the leaders explained the impact of low
representation:
The low percentage of African American students may also play a role in a kind
of negative cycle: There’s not a large number here, and therefore it’s harder to
recruit people to come here. And so I think we worry about that for the
educational implications of that kind of situation for a group of students.
Though this leader, like others at Global U, connected low representation of Black
students to a poor climate for the Black community, he also conceded that adherence to
policy surpassed campus climate concerns:
When the hearings happened years ago I testified against 209, so my opposition is
on the record. Now I’m an officer of the [University], and so my first priority has
to be enforcing the law and living by the law. I think it’s a very unfortunate piece
of legislation. But we have to operate under this constraint, and it gives us
challenges that a lot of our private peers don’t have to deal with.
California’s proposition 209 prohibited public institutions from discrimination based on
an individual’s sex, race or ethnicity. This piece of legislation blocked race-based
consideration in college admissions, which Global University’s Black leaders offered as
one competing logic to diversifying the campus. One of the leaders illustrated the tactics
used to circumvent the inequity-inducing policy:
From my point of view, we chose recruitment and yield specifically so as not to
directly face the constraint of Prop. 209. I got particularly discouraged a little over
a year ago, when a number of California legislators started the process of trying to
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pass a bill to exempt higher education from 209. They didn’t get too far before
outside lobbies came in and killed it. That convinced me that we may not be at a
place politically right now where it’s useful for an initiative like this to directly
challenge 209. Both the recruitment and the yield pieces of the African American
initiative avoid that issue directly. We’re talking about getting more people to
apply, and then taking the people who are admitted through our race-blind,
holistic process, and trying to get them to come. That’s what it’s about.
In this Press Release, it is evident that Global University’s leaders contended with
varying logics with regards to creating an inclusive environment and maintaining
institutional policies. While the leaders noted finding ways to circumnavigate the
restrictions of policies like Proposition 209, those policies remain intact and inform the
logics around diversity within the institution. Subsequently, those logics lead to
cementing inequity and exclusivity.
The Graduate Student Handbook highlighted the ways in which Global U’s
graduate student diversity program navigated the chilly climate for students of color.
Offering a combination of tools, tips, and resources, the content in the document revealed
an alternative logic to the history of exclusion of people of color:
The Office for Graduate Diversity is committed to ensuring that all UC Berkeley
graduate students benefit from an inclusive and respectful learning experience.
Focusing on those traditionally underrepresented in higher education, OGD offers
services to prospective and current students with the goal of recruiting, retaining,
and graduating diverse graduate scholars.
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In essence, this document displayed a common work-around to institutional policy. As
Global University dealt with the challenges faced by its underrepresented students, new
programs and resources were created, rather than the revamping of policies that resulted
in the harm.
Similar to the other documents analyzed, the Graduate Student Profile presented
the values and expectations embedded within Global University and imprinted upon its
actors. The status of this institution was understood to be of such importance that
graduate students’ perceptions were emphasized. The Profile included a statement that,
Nearly all first-year students cite the outstanding reputation and quality of their
graduate program as important in their decision to enroll at Global U.
Signifying to its constituents and interested parties Global University’s prestige, this
document described how students should look. Further, it stressed that,
Admission to Global U’s graduate programs is intensely competitive.
The university’s high standards and prestige were predicated upon being elite, which
inevitably excluded those who did not subscribe nor have access to elitist resources.
The documents analyzed in this study showcased Global University’s values,
commitments, and initiatives towards diversity. Several thematic strands connecting these
elements emerged. The first was the logic of valuing diversity. In many instances,
diversity was named as an essential value for the university, but efforts were often
relegated to establishing initiatives, programs, and fundraising campaigns. These efforts
were expendable when met with the pursuit of prestige of compliance with race-blind
policies. The second theme was the inclination toward displacing responsibility for the
university’s lack of diversity and climate issues. The Graduate Student Handbook, like a
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few of the other documents, place blame on issues in the larger societal such as low
representation at other institutions, for the climate at Global U. Finally, the third thematic
connection was the tension between Global U’s historical identity and its current climate.
Underscored in all the documents reviewed, the university maintained a history of rigor
and elitism, all the while pursuing a diversity mission. These understandings met with
such contention in the documents because without an exploration of the exclusionary
history of Global U, negative climate experiences for the underrepresented communities
persisted.
Semi-structured Interviews of University Middle Managers
For this study, the researcher explored the ways in which Global University’s
middle managers navigated the logics of valuing diversity. To do so, the researcher
interviewed nine of the university’s middle managers who were situated in various units
in which their primary functions were of the student services nature (see Table 2). These
qualitative interviews were instrumental in uncovering the logics – or, attitudes, beliefs,
norms, and rules – Global U’s middle managers have come to understand, work with, and
work around. The participants in this study were individuals from different racial/ethnic
backgrounds and had various years of service in their current roles as middle managers,
and on campus.

Table 2
Demographics of University Middle Managers in Study
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Characteristics
n
Gender Identity
Man
Woman
Race/Ethnicity
Asian Pacific Islander
Black/African American
Chicano/Latino
White
Other
Age
26-35 years
36-45 years
46-55 years
56 years or older
Highest level of education completed
Masters
Doctorate
Professional Degree (MD, JD, etc)
Years in role
< 1 years
1-3 years
4-6 years
7-9 years
10 years <
Years on campus
< 1 years
1-3 years
4-6 years
7-9 years
10 years <

Sample
%

5
4
1
2
2
3
1
2
1
5
1
6
2
1
0
3
2
2
2
0
1
3
0
5

Similar to the analysis of the institutional documents in the first part of this
chapter, the study’s original propositions were used in the analysis of the qualitative
interviews. Keeping within the framework of the theory of institutional logics, the
researcher relied upon the rival explanations to the propositions to group common
behaviors and describe patterns across the middle managers in this study. The analysis
according to the propositions and their rival explanations, together, uncovered the logics
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which Global University’s middle managers engaged and navigated in serving Black
graduate students.
Proposition 1. Logics Shape and Define Norms and Rules
The first theoretical proposition that guided this study assumed that an institution
provides its actors with norms and rules for functioning. These rules were described
through the values, expectations, and ways of working that Global University’s middle
managers discussed. Specifically, the middle managers in this study shared several
common norms and rules: diversity is an essential value, how diversity is valued varies
across campus, who is responsible for diversity and related issues is debatable, and
middle managers engage diversity differently.
Theme 1: Diversity is an essential value. When the middle managers in this
study were queried about the ways in which diversity was valued at Global University,
they all shared the understanding that diversity is a part of the institution’s mission. One
manager shared that the value of diversity is reflected in messaging from within the
institution:
Through my experience just as an employee, it's mostly just in messaging in the
statement of we value it, and we want to retain and recruit talent, targeting those
students who are often underrepresented that we do not have many of like our
black and brown students, but it's very much a topical ... It's not super engaged.
This manager described the value of diversity at Global U at face value – it was more in
speech than practice. Another manager’s understanding of diversity as a value concurred
with the previous statement. He commented,
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I just get the campus message that diversity's important. We should be working
towards it and trying to help foster it without any instructions or guidelines or
heuristics as to how one might do that. Not that it's not out there, but I found it
readily available or marketed to me in any way. I'm sure if I went and searched
for it, hopefully I would find something.
More pointedly, another manager noted the seriousness of diversity as a value as
demonstrated through the allocation of university resources. He reported,
I think Global University takes it seriously being that it was the first [in its
system] to create an Office for Equity and Inclusion…So I think by the creation of
that particular department...was indicative of their commitment to assuring that
the student population is representative of the greater population of the state or of
at least of the barrier. So, I think they do take it seriously.
This manager saw the investment of resources and establishment of a new department as
a sign that diversity was greatly valued on campus. Unlike the previous managers that
reported diversity-speak as a familiar approach to valuing diversity, this manager
insinuated the creation of the Office for Equity and Inclusion would increase diversity at
Global University, and therefore it’s value.
Recognizing that the value of diversity was reflected across campus, several
middle managers also noted that one could be seen negatively if they were to somehow
express a distaste for diversity. One manager reported,
I mean, I think that generally speaking, there's the political baseline for folks
across campus is, I wouldn't say totally progressive, but I think that it is not
obstructionist in terms of that goal. People understand politically that diversity is

77

an important thing and that you can be perceived as someone who is working
against diversity. That would be a career killer for anybody as a middle manager
across campus.
The middle manager suggested that actors who seemed to push again diversity efforts
would be demonized. His comment depicted the value of diversity as a sort of rite at
Global University. The value of diversity was normalized at the staff level as well as the
student level. One manager shared personal experience of this:
I was a student here many years ago as an undergraduate. In my experience, both
as a student and as a staff member at this institution, I think that it's always been
expressed as a value in terms of diversity and multi-culturalism, wanting to create
an environment that attracts and retains people from all backgrounds including
not just race and ethnicity, but socio-economic, and gender, and ability levels, and
all of that.
Like previous comments, this one emphasized the expression of valuing diversity. This
manager recounted her own experience as a student compared to her role as a staff
member and concluded that diversity has held historical importance on campus,
especially in terms of recruitment and retention. Her comments suggested that the
appearance of a diverse campus was more the value. Essentializing the value of diversity
as a part of the campus, Global U’s middle managers shared a common voice about the
importance of diversity but soon uncovered the tensions that existed between the
espoused values and those enacted.

78

Theme 2: How diversity is valued. Though each manager, in their own way,
expressed the importance of diversity, how diversity was actually valued was in question.
One of the managers commented,
As a University, I think it takes a central role, now how it's being articulated is a
different story. I'm not sure how that's trickling down to various Deans and to the
faculty, etc. That is questionable, because everyone has a different view of what
diversity is. And what does diversity look like. And with diversity having so
many definitions and even from our industry we can't come up with a central
defining, how is it that we can say, "this is what diversity looks like. This is
diversity." So looking at it from a perspective of those who aren't necessarily
trained in diversity work, I'm sure there is a lot of ambiguity there and how that
can translate down, and the further down it goes the more watered down it
becomes.
These comments suggest that the concept of diversity is complex making the value of and
work for diversity complicated for Global University. Without a singular definition or
guidebook, this manager insinuated that coming up with rules for diversity work has been
challenging and the structure of the work vague. As the managers explained their views
of diversity, several described how they saw the university supporting different
populations. One noted:
I think that this is a place that promotes that, that really wants to engage people,
and create awareness, and education, and a space for people to be able to explore
that in a way that, especially for our students, offers a unique opportunity.
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This manager described diversity as supporting the freedom of exploration and discovery.
He saw Global U as an institution that wanted to provide those kinds of opportunities for
discovery to its students. Yet, still, the tensions around how the value of diversity was
enacted presented in the conversations with Global U’s managers. One manager
contended that the emphasis on diversifying the campus’s student populations has often
missed how marginalized students are treated:
I have to tell you, treatment is a big thing. I see a lot of cases where students come
in here and describe treatment from faculty members that it's like, wow, that's
unacceptable. That is not part of our mission. I'm not singling out because they're
a great faculty, just like there are great staff, and then there're individuals that
mess it up for everybody, right? It's already hard enough for the students who feel
isolated, and who are the only in situations. If they don't feel safe, how can they
do well, how can they succeed?
This manager described the conflict that existed on campus – the expression of diversity
as a value yet, the poor treatment some individuals experience. Her comments paralleled
the campus message of valuing diversity to the marginalizing experiences of some. As
these managers shared, Global U espoused a strong sense of value around diversity;
however, little guidance about how this value would be implemented was provided.
Many are left to their own devices and logics in enacting this institutional value.
A common thread across conversations with Global University’s middle
managers was not only the importance of diversity but also the institution’s reputation.
One manager shared:
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On one hand I think the University is dedicated to have an inclusive body of
people whether that's faculty, staff, students, but a body of people. I think they're
really committed to that. However, they're also committed to being the number
one public institution in America.
Eloquently stated, this same manager illustrated the tensions around the value of diversity
and prestige at Global University:
That's why I look at it as a tale of two cities. I think we're kind of conflicted in a
sense because we do want to be the number one public institution, R1, top of the
heap, competing with the best Ivy's but we also want to be inclusive of all
students, of all people. Can we do that together? Some faculty might say yes,
some faculty might say no but it all depends upon what comes down from the [top
senior leader]. She will dictate the direction that we're headed. I think so far it's in
a good direction, I mean by maintaining our status as an R1 institution, however
by including those students that make us a number one institution, it also includes
students from their worse populations and backgrounds that also give to that to
making us an R1 institution. It purely goes beyond just the research.
This manager underscored Global University’s struggle to remain a number one
institution while also being inclusive of diverse populations. His comments hinted at
some resistance to the idea of a top tier university that is also diversity, but he suggested
diversity was a necessity if the university were to remain number one. Often noted,
Global U’s prestige was an important factor in how well diversity was represented. One
of the managers in this study suggested that the value of diversity may look differently,
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…especially when it comes to graduate students and especially when it comes to
research, we still know that money holds a huge power in defining the narrative,
in defining the agenda…
Frequently commodified through programs and recognition for the university, diversity
was underscored as a resource. According to the participants in this study, valuing
diversity at Global U was seen as a “given” for its actors with no particular command or
instructions. However, this value, left open for interpretation, has manifested in many
ways. One such way is that valuing diversity is of service to some larger, organizational
and societal obligation.
One manager discussed the university’s obligation of service to the state when
asked how senior leadership might talk about diversity. Highlighting their charge as a
public university, this manager shared the stake she believed all actors in the university
have in meeting the needs of its constituents:
I think we have the responsibility to serve the public in a way that is really able to
help them transcend their own goals, to make sure that they're growing and
developing. That their able to really represent this institution outside in wherever
it is that they end up on a global basis. That we teach them social responsibility
and provide them with an understanding of social justice and their responsibility
to take action around some of these things, to not just be bystanders, but to really
take active roles.
Similarly, another manager underscored the duty of the university to not only serve the
state, but for its actors to reflect the state’s populations:
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Well, I think that we're a state institution, where our mission is to serve the state. I
think our mission includes, as we embrace it, reflecting what's happening in our
state. I think we struggle with that, but I think the idea is baked into being a state
charter institution to not just serve the state but try to reflect its population as best
as possible.
To these managers, it was evident that the demographic diversity the state’s populations
was not fully represented on Global U’s campus. With this in mind, they noted that it was
not at all unrecognized that in the pursuit of diversity, marginalized groups need to feel a
sense of inclusion. The managers described the particular challenges students of color
faced due to existing at the margins. When asked how the value of diversity impacted
equity and inclusion, one manager stated:
I see a lot of emails that seem to symbolically try to create a culture of inclusion. I
see a lot of activities on campus that seem designed to support students of all
groups, URM (underrepresented minoritized) students, other students who maybe
feel like they're at different kinds of margins. I think structurally we're attempting
as an institution to admit a diverse group of students. I see at least at the
undergraduate level, there's a real ... I don't know nearly as much about the
graduate level, but there's a real effort to find creative ways to diversify our
student population. Yeah, that's kind of what comes to mind. Yeah.
Equity and inclusion efforts, in tandem with diversity, seemed to be institutional values
according to the managers in this study. Still, several of the managers agreed that for
efforts to be meaningful, the top senior leaders must demonstrate that “equity and
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inclusion and diversity matters” by recognizing who the campus is for and not for. One
noted:
Based on that belief, some data, both quantitative, qualitative data was showing
up on this campus. As you know, many campuses of this age were not actually
designed with people of color in mind, they were not designed with women in
mind, they were actually designed for a white male.
While Global University espoused values for diversity, this study’s participants unveiled
that there is more work to do than simply diversifying the racial demographics on
campus. There was a need to address the under-spoken racial disparities and tensions at
Global U.
Theme 3: Who is responsible for diversity? A common belief among some of
the managers was that work towards diversity, equity, and inclusion was supported, or
even expected, because a specific unit on campus had been named responsible for the
work. One shared:
Okay. Well, I think one of the ways that we talked about with the fact that there is
an actual division of equity and inclusion that has the charge to promote equity,
enhance inclusion. I think that says a lot because that means that there are people
behind that work and there's resources being dedicated to that work and a physical
space. All of those things are resource intensive.
In an example of the roles individuals play in efforts towards diversity, equity, and
inclusion, one manager talked about messaging around equitable graduate admissions:
This idea that we shouldn't just be a metrics heavy application process. We
shouldn't just be looking at ... for us, it's the GRE and GPA in terms of metrics,
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but we really should be reading essays and looking at the applicant as a whole and
trying to understand social context. Maybe it's not where someone is right now
but it's how far they have to go to get there in their application.
Some of the managers saw their roles as enacting equity and inclusion. While they
recognized the power imbalance and lack of diverse representation that belied the
university, they still believed that “[Global University] represents liberalism and
progressive thought of whatever else nationally.”
Other managers in this study indicated that with a unit named responsible for
serving the university’s diversity, equity, and inclusion agenda, a common misconception
on campus was that the responsibility solely rests upon that unit. One of the managers
talked about their observations of others dealing with issues of diversity:
Yeah, it's been I would say underground, but understood that there are certain
constituencies that handle these things and that are experts in these things, and
when in doubt, refer there, and that's what I've observed. Not that I do that
necessarily. I try to engage a little bit more than the average person, probably, but
I still do refer them, of course. [One of the special programs] advertising's a great
resource for students who don't even realize that it exists often.
The same manager shared that he knows of his colleagues’ value for diversity and has
witnessed them pursue training and knowledge around related issues; however, they
remain reserved in their actions, deferring to the department for equity and inclusion.
Like this manager’s experiences, another manager in this study expressed his initial
reticence about the program:
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Well, I mean, and that was one of the concerns when the position was first created
and that is that by creating a position like a [senior leader] for equity and
inclusion, it was going to ... The university was going to have the ability to say,
okay, we're doing that work without really being accountable for doing that work
at every level.
In general, the managers in this study thought the creation of a department for equity and
inclusion was a step in the right direction. Nevertheless, most saw work towards equity
and inclusion as everyone’s responsibility.
Theme 4: Engaging diversity. The middle managers in this study discussed
some common ways in which they engaged the value of diversity. Caught between
bureaucracy and their own values, a couple of managers noted how the concept of
diversity fit into their work. When asked about his role on campus, one manager shared:
Yeah, I mean, middle management, there's so many different iterations of it that I
know, I mean, these are my colleagues and I think for the most part, folks have ...
they've done their homework, and they know the issues, and they tend to be very
well meaning. I think it's a question of investment and I just think that the
investment varies across the board. And I mean, being a middle manager at
Global U itself is a very stressful thing. It's a high, you know, you're in an
environment that is very Darwinistic. And you're being tasked with running this
very complex institution in a very competitive situation where if you don't do it
well, somebody is right behind you biting at your heels. And nobody ever stands
still. You're always moving.
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Reflecting on the hierarchy of the university, this manager pointed to the pressure middle
managers are often under to do their jobs successfully while upholding the mission of the
institution. He also implicated this system of operating as creating some divergence in the
logics on campus:
Right. So I think one of the things about middle managers at Berkeley that they’re
also very ... they’ve learned to not just appreciate but I think maybe even depend
on bureaucratic guidance. And when you have a lot of logics throughout campus
that are driving conversations and driving agendas, that it complicates this idea of
having one bureaucratic set of rules to abide by because everything is contextual.
As middle managers have different ways of understanding their work and the institutional
values around diversity, various manifestations of this work are bound to happen.
According to this previous middle manager, even with one set of rules and norms for
engaging diversity, the context in which the work is being done matters.
One aspect of engaging the value diversity that continued to arise was that Global
University, as an institution, was largely undergraduate focused. So, many of the
resources and activities were not geared towards the unique issues graduate students
faced. This important context shaped how managers engaged diversity. One manager
shared more about this:
There's the ecosystem for undergraduate education is very different than it is for
graduate education. So you can't really have the same struggle or try to wage the
same struggle at undergraduate education levels that you can or that you should
have at the graduate level because the total numbers of students coming in are
very different and the processes by which they come in are very different.
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Whereas at the undergraduate level, it is the university who's choosing who comes
in and therefore, you can target or pressure the…university and the admission's
committee there.
The dominant narrative about service toward diversity at Global University had been
fashioned for a particular group of students. Made apparent in conversations with the
participants in this study was that, though the campus was composed of many kinds of
actors, the interests of few were upheld. Additionally, who made the decisions about
which interests were important, came up as one manager noted:
I think the reality is, is that a lot of upper leadership at this university are still
people who are traditionally in power; heterosexual, white men, usually.
Despite the personal values of diversity one might hold, Global U’s managers were still
held to priorities, values, and charges of the institution.
Proposition 2. Daily Operations of HWI’s Misplace Diversity
The second proposition of this study stated that the environment of historically
White institutions of higher education are shaped by their elitist nature. In turn, the
elitism perpetuates inequity, exclusion, and a distortion of the value of diversity. In
interviews with the participants in this study, three major themes emerged as reflective of
the historically exclusive nature of Global University: the absconding of responsibility
for issues related to diversity, a climate that is reactive rather than proactive, and the
dominate narrative of whiteness.
Theme 1: Absconding responsibility. A common theme across the middle
managers at Global University was the idea that, though there are lots of programs aimed
at increasing and retaining diversity on campus, there were not any real responsible

88

parties and there weren’t tools to hold individuals accountable should the diversity
mission not be fulfilled. One manager described how they conceived of responsibility for
diversity:
We have a five-year strategic plan for the school and there's a diversity section of
it, but like "Who wrote it?" It's the equity advisor and the vendor and director of
diversity. You get labeled as like "Oh, well, you care about this, so you can do the
work." Not like "Well, in order to actually further this work, we need everybody
involved." That's actually the only way to let people understand why the work is
important as to like see it being done.
One heartening aspect of Global University’s structure is the dedicated department with a
senior leader for equity and inclusion. All of the managers in this study mentioned
holding out hope for the efforts put forth by this department. However, a recurring idea
was that Global U’s actors might abscond responsibility and, as one manager put it, say
“Well, that's your charge. That's your thing" to place the diversity charge on the director
of equity and inclusion.
Likewise, another middle manager talked about other actors on campus, student
advisors, who might come across diversity issues with students. He suspected some
hesitancy on the part of these professions to advise on these issues and commented:
Especially with the political climate and everything, personally I detect a lot of
reticence from many advisors who are like, "I don't know. I don't know what's
right and apparently I'm not gonna look it up," so I'm gonna refer them and say,
"Okay, go do that here and there," so when there are opportunities to learn things
like… a conference, for example, even though that's a little bit different, they're
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always well-attended and they always register out in minutes, so it's obviously a
need and there is serious contingency of advisors who want to make a difference
and be better and are looking for how, but they're struggling.
Whether it’s fear or some other factor, Global U’s middle managers noted time and again
seeing their colleagues avoid handling diversity issues by deferring elsewhere. One
manager stated in a nonsensical manner about working with students:
…we're all humans ... We shouldn't have a centralized authority or referral service
for them. I think we should be able to deal with people from diverse backgrounds,
obviously, and this is Global U where this is a huge value, right?
The value of diversity seemed to go against action at Global U as the participants in this
study grappled with where responsibility should lie for this value. Equity and inclusion,
illustrated together as a vehicle for increasing and retaining diversity, arose as one
possibility for holding all Global University actors accountable for a diverse and
inclusive campus community.
When the middle managers were queried specifically about how Black students
were being served, several referenced the current political climate of anti-Blackness as a
source of stress for students and saw implications of the greater political scene reflected
on campus. While a few of the managers attempted to focus on broader student
populations rather than Black students, all recognized the challenges that
underrepresented and marginalized students faced. In thinking about creating equity and
inclusion for these students, one middle manager shared:
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And it also speaks to, which I struggle with all the time is, we're expecting these
communities that are already so fragmented, so taxed with the things that they're
having to deal with to be the very ones to be at the forefront.
Other managers shared concerns about students carrying the responsibility for the
diversity, equity, and inclusion charge at Global University. Like these students, some
noted feelings of apprehension around accountability. For example, one of the
participants shared:
Well, I mean, and that was one of the concerns when the position was first created
and that is that by creating a position like a senior leader for equity and inclusion,
it was going to ... The university was going to have the ability to say, okay, we're
doing that work without really being accountable for doing that work at every
level.
Likewise, others in this study reported wanting the university to be accountable for
creating an inclusive campus beyond programming. One manager stated:
I think, at the upper levels, I think there is certainly an awareness of the situation.
I think the challenge is that it's not an easy fix, right? I give our leaders the benefit
of the doubt in terms of I do believe that they have good intent, and I think that
there are incremental steps that happen in terms of creating equity and inclusion,
or receiving a grant for multicultural education program, or efforts that are made
to support the ethics staff organizations. Now, those are all things that I can see
are happening. I think there are challenges that are systemic, that are much harder
to change. You can't create that over-arching societal on systemic problem by
having a program for staff of color once a year.
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While the managers saw the creation of new programs, and even their work in some of
the diversity-charged programs, as a benefit to the campus and the well-being of students,
some felt that the creation of programs alone
…doesn't address the underlying issues that, really, just perpetuate the ongoing
problems of either under-representation, under-preparation.
The common thread in conversations with the middle managers was that in order for
diversity to be truly valued and, for equity and inclusion to be enacted, Global
University’s actors must have a personal stake in these efforts.
Theme 2: Reactive versus proactive climate. Global University’s charge
towards diversity, equity, and inclusion has been met with some highly publicized,
controversial incidents often resulting in a change of policies and or practices. A common
attribute of this campus noted by the middle managers in this study is the tendency
towards reaction rather than proactiveness. As issues have arisen, particularly concerning
marginalized populations, Global U’s administrators have been slow to respond until, and
sometimes unless, negative media attention or legal ramifications become involved.
Reflecting this notion, one manager shared:
I think that we need to understand that there are ... what's happening in the
community is happening here and we need to be able to reflect that with the
responses and the ways in which that we deliver services, programs, education to
students. It needs, in many ways, mirror. We can't take decades and decades to
respond to things that are happening now.
Further, another manager provided an example of Global U’s slow-to-respond practice:
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I find it very interesting that the response always has to be out of some or fixed
situations of lawsuit – some source of complaint and criticism. Thinking about
students with children, for example, it wasn't until [a sister campus] was sued for
not being able to accommodate a student who was expecting a child, in which,
Global U then decided to make some policy changes around their
accommodations for students who are pregnant and can't fit in a desk or can't
walk on the other side to campus to get to a class. I think it's oftentimes
unfortunate that that's what drives these things.
Global University was described as a “microcosm” of the world around it several times
by different participants. In this way, the managers saw the sociopolitical issues in
current times reflected on their campus, however, efforts towards progressive action
seemed delayed.
The reactive, rather than proactive, stance toward equity and inclusion seen at
Global University seemed to be normalized and reinforced from the top down. One
manager described diversity efforts over time as “checking off a box” – a way for Global
U’s leadership to complete some task or acknowledge compliance. He reported:
Yeah, and it happens with a lot of things, problems that are structural. Once you
create some kind of like decision or structure for it that people say okay, then
check off that, done with it. They don't have to worry about it. There's a renewal
and kind of a sustainability component to it where you have to renew your
commitment and you have to sustain your support. And that often is missing
particularly when you have administrative changes in leadership. I mean, I do
think that the chancellor right now, she's just very committed to diversity and
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inclusion issues. And so I would look for there to be an expansion and not a
reduction.
The concept of diversity was expressed with much importance throughout conversations
with Global University’s middle managers, having garnered focus on increasing racial
demographic numbers and creating support programs for diverse populations. But, what
seemed to have trickled down the leadership ranks is a one-size-fits all approach. One
manager shared:
And often times, what you see with managers is it's very difficult to have a system
that is that kind of response, that responsive. And so you create one model, you
create one version of your program and you just like force-feed it to every
constituency. And what it ends up, it ends up being experienced by people as a
microaggression because it is culturally blind to some things.
In an effort to respond to diversity issues, and perhaps to minimize the effort spent, some
programs designed to meet the needs of diverse populations at Global U were not created
with all unique identities in mind. How one might experience those programs on this
particular campus shapes the climate in which they exist. To this end, one of the middle
managers commented:
So I think again, part of that is the context and how everything is contextual. It's
also about how you experience diversity in a given day that you can have both
safe spaces and very harmful spaces at the same time in the same university. You
can experience magical diverse kind of Shangri-La in the same day that you can
experience diversity hell in the same campus because that's how complex the
university is.
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A consistent message that came across from the managers in this study is the need for
Global University to be proactive – to get ahead of issues with diverse populations by
creating a climate in which the value of diversity is more than a task. One manager noted
how this value gets misplaced:
What undermines it is that as an institution, we really try to take a strong stance in
terms of equity and inclusion. Oftentimes, I think the legs are cut out from under
it, Emerald, because there isn't an ability to say every single person, not just
students, but every single person on this campus, if we are promoting this
community and this inclusive environment that embraces people, and creates
dialog across differences blah blah blah, then we have to set it up that way. I don't
think we did a good job in setting it up. I think we just say that that's what's
supposed to happen, and expect that it's going to happen, and it doesn't happen in
the best way because we don't have the foundational work in place."
Global University’s value diversity seemed to at odds with its efforts towards equity and
inclusion. As some of the university’s middle managers noted, equity and inclusion must
be a forethought, rather than in response to a fallout.
Theme 3: The dominate narrative of whiteness. The university’s middle
managers described many practices and ways of knowing on campus as steeped in
institutional legacy and history. These institutional knowledges, passed on to all Global
U’s actors, has been carried alongside a history of racist and exclusionary logics. The
dominant narrative at Global U was one that leaned in favor of the traditionally-aged,
white, heterosexual, male, able-bodied student. A manager commented that,
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I think there's also a lot of gaps because the university is very
decentralized…[there’s] this idea that there's one homogenous academic culture
or campus culture that dominates things. And actually, it's more complex than
that. I think that there's a lot of microcultures, a lot of ... or microclimates that
exist throughout the university.
The managers in this study go on to share their conceptions of and interactions with this
narrative.
One of the managers talked about the challenges he saw Black graduate students
face in finding a sense of belonging on campus. He connected the lack of inclusion those
students felt to attributes in the environment:
You can all say you're super-friendly and accepting and really want diversity, but
if you're saying that and it's 98% white, then it doesn't feel right and it's a
borderline tokenism feeling kind of situation…
Another manager shared the challenges he saw in “doing” equity and inclusion work. He
saw the institution as embedded with structural barriers:
If you want to think about it in terms of historically structural perspectives, doing
the kind of work that equity and inclusion is supposed to do, it's not an easy thing
to do. It's culture changing and culture changing in an institution that is by nature
conservative and where there's a lot of vested interested in the way things are
done traditionally.
This manager described how Global U’s traditions have created a hostile climate for
some students. Program managers are taught to operate in a certain way, which may not
be appropriate depending on who’s on the receiving end. He further shared:
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And then everything is also historical at the same time where kind of the way that
let's say you facilitate a program might be exactly the same program but you go to
one department versus another department, one constituency versus another
constituency, that in order for you to do it in a sensitive and in a respectful way,
you have to have a change of your approach.
And, again, this manager described the impact of this dominate narrative of whiteness on
the Black community:
And I think with the Black student community or staff or faculty or ... that one of
the things that we see is that often times that that's exactly what's happening, that
there is a set of programs, the folks are being asked to experience or support that
is not very respectful to the experience or diversity within the community.
While there is consistent messaging that diversity, equity, and inclusion are values of the
Global U’s community, the ways in which parts of the community has operated is to the
exclusion of diverse populations, particularly Black students.
One aspect of the dominate narrative at Global University that was evident in
conversations with the middle managers was the tensions around race. While all the
managers acknowledged that race (and racism) played an important role in the
university’s climate, a few deferred to “underrepresented students” or “students of color”
rather than specifying Black students whenever issues related to that community arose. A
sort of whitewashing of the narrative about student struggles occurred in those
conversations and was noted by other managers as they talked about the university’s
diversity efforts. The discussion of race on campus is an uncomfortable one, especially as
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it was connected to disparities that existed in the campus’s structure. One manager
contended:
race plays such an important factor in how a student feels that they can reach out
to appropriate resources for support, the way in which those appropriate resources
maybe are responding in culturally competent ways as well is very evident.
Further, this manager noted how the concept of race impacts students and their sense of
belonging. He stated:
I think it's a lot of that of just feeling the imposter syndrome still because of your
racial, ethnic, minority, life background that you just go, "I don't know."
With race in mind, several middle managers noted the need for culturally relevance. One
shared,
We really have to create a different approach to what's already being delivered to
a traditional student. There are different ways in which we need to deliver these
services and frame them. Whether it's, I think about those student development
offices and the different orientations that they give and how they give it a twist.
They change the language so it's not this dry way in which it's pitched to
everybody else, but that there's different way of communicating so we get the
students that need to be coming to these events. I think that we just need to think
about things in a culturally sensitive way and say, "Okay, what do we know about
these populations and what are some of the barriers to get them to come do the
very things that we know they need." They do need an orientation, but how do we
get them to come in a way where they feel welcomed and it's a real orientation.
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They don't feel out of place, they don't feel like, "Oh, great. I don't belong here."
They're more socially anxious than they are listening to their orientation stuff.
Part of meeting the needs of the diverse students at Global University, as the middle
managers noted, is to think beyond the traditional student to consider the varying needs
of all students.
One key issue that arose in the conversations with these managers is that the lens
of undergraduate education somewhat governs of the dialogue about students on campus.
While Global U is considered a premier research institution and has a relatively large
graduate education division, many programmatic decisions are made around
undergraduate student needs. As one of the manager pointed out, graduate students,
especially students of color, are facing many difficulties:
I’m sure the experience in grad school is so much more isolating and independent,
and you only talk to a small group of people and if they’re all white, especially,
then you’re gonna deal with this whole host of stuff and the grad population’s
different from the undergrad population, so they didn’t take the same coursework.
They weren’t steeped in the same culture for four years which I feel like is
probably a little more inclusive than the average university. Not that there isn’t
tons of progress to be made.
These comments point to the persistence of exclusion for graduate students of color.
Unlike undergraduate students who have had more time and a larger population from
which to foster relationships, this manager noted that graduate students are often in silos
with relatively little representation reflective of their own identities. Already
marginalized, these students’ experiences are exacerbated by more isolation. One
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manager underscored that, compared to other top-tier universities, Global U was doing a
better job on their diversity numbers, but the same could not be said in terms of how
students were faring. He shared:
But the total numbers are not as small. I mean, if you look at with Black students,
with Latino students, and even Native American students, that the number of
students at Global U exceed collectively what you have in a lot of the Ivy
Leagues. But proportionally speaking, I mean, the sizes of the university is
already different. So folks do experience a sense of alienation…you know,
walking across campus not seeing yourself and what that means in terms how that
becomes a ... there's a sense of disconnect in terms of what happens also in the
material that you study, that you don't see yourself there either.
He also shared another example of the lack of representation playing out to the detriment
of the student:
I think in some, the real issue is kind of the ... for graduate students particularly,
the dilution of the numbers, there's not enough students, and then the way the
graduate education generally works, which is that you tend to be siloed in your
departments. So if you are a Black student in comp lit, for example, you might be
like the only one even though there might be like 20 students total around campus
doing literature work. And that might exceed what's happening within Stanford or
even Harvard but in the end, it doesn't matter that we're exceeding because you
are in different corners of campus and for all intents and purposes, you feel you're
not alone. And so that, I think that it's important kind of to note.
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The notion that Global University has a more diverse population than other institutions
and was somehow doing better was a common misrepresentation of diversity shared
across campus. As shared in the following statement, diversity oft took a backseat to
Global U’s reputation:
There has been a campaign by the university to try to up the numbers as much as
possible. One of the challenges is that at a place like Global University, there is an
infatuation with prestige. It's not even about individual students the way that it
affects recruitment and challenges and bring the students in is that we tend to
bring the students usually from the same schools and faculty usually try to
replicate themselves. So like, if you have faculty, they are coming from Princeton,
Harvard, Yale, then whatever students of color are graduating from those places
or competing for them will source somebody else, right.
As noted, Global U’s reputation has been sustained through replication of recruiting
practices and its faculty. It seemed that while Global U has tried to hold diversity in
tandem with its prestige, a climate of exclusion has made those efforts all the more
complex.
The climate for Black graduate students at Global U has thrived from an even
more complex history in the system of education. One manager noted that schools in the
US were never intended to serve students of color:
…the reality is that all the way at the K through 12 level, it's not structured for
success for our students of color, or disadvantaged, or at-risk populations whether
socio-economically, or race and ethnicity-based. I mean, at least within our own
state, which is supposed to be the priority for us in serving as a university…we're
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one of the worst in terms of education and funding for education. It makes it even
harder to have a qualified pool, so it goes backwards.
Even as students of color are accessing institutions like Global U, this same manager
contended that the institutions are not serving them appropriately:
In circumstances where, sometimes, even the expectations were different, and
then on top of that, they're being mistreated in some way or made to feel different
in some way. I mean, all of that, all of that, Emerald, is also part of our retention
problem because even if we can attract folks, we can't support them while they're
here, they're not going to finish.
As the managers in this study discussed the concept of valuing diversity, they also noted
the centering of research to Global University’s mission. One reported:
They do the research, yes, because they have to, but it's what pays, right? It's what
pays their way, so it's not that I don't understand, but this is a university. Our
obligation is supposed to be the students. It's hard sometimes because students
don't, especially at the graduate level, feel like they're a priority.
Though Global U was depicted as a top tier university, the managers noted some failings
in terms of meeting the needs of all students. Whether it was serving a state or research
mission, the previous statements purported that the university has not prioritized its
students. Though there has been an overwhelming drive towards diversity, the
university’s reputation as a top-tier institution is embedded with cues that it is an
institution for the elite.
For Global University, some aspects of education law have served as mechanisms
of reinforcement against diversity. Statues around racial discrimination and free speech
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has evoked major issues on campus resulting in negative climate experiences. Paired with
the history of elitism in academia, the politics of education have presented as more
challenging for some. One manager commented:
Unfortunately, we still hold strong to some of those traditions, and that's what you
see in the faculty, the tier, it represents what 100-plus years ago was the standard
for what was considered 'intellectual'. But a few things started to happen. Of
course, you have several laws that were being challenged at the time. A version of
which, Prop 209, I think came around 2007, and so it was clear that diversity was
going to be challenged with that ruling.
She further reported that it was not the law, alone, that created some difficulties, but the
response of leaders on campus:
I will say that ruling alone for me isn't the reason why, the sole reason why, you
don't see diversity on the campus…But it created ... that law, that amendment to
the law, created a mindset shift of leaders to believe that affirmative action isn't
needed.
As California’s proposition 209 restricted the use of race in college admissions, Global
U’s leaders narrowed the scope of diversity for the campus. A manager shared:
So with folks interpreting the law, I think on this campus very rigidly, it
challenged our ability to diversify the campus.
Likewise, a couple of the managers used free speech laws and the recent events across the
nation as an example of the rigid scope placed on Global University’s community. One
manager talked about the negative impact conservative group activities had on the
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climate for Black students and how the university could have intervened. However, she
shared:
So I think we could have taken the Free Speech Week and really studied it, and
come up with ways that we can combat the isms that are perpetual in our nation.
We could lead on the conversation about what it really meant, that we all know
that that was White power, White supremacy, and all the other Make America
Great Again tactics. But unfortunately, we tend to address things as what we're
against rather than what we're for. So I think Black graduate students kind of got
lost in that conversation. Lost, when they could have been the leaders in helping
us in the direction...
The use of law and other regulations has been a common tool for misplacing diversity
and maintaining the dominant narrative of whiteness at Global U.
The findings in this study pointed to the historical implications of Global
University’s elite identity on its diversity mission. Though the value of diversity was
noted as a common expression, the middle managers described the challenges in enacting
that value either due to a lack of shared definition or pursuit of prestige. Part of the
challenge was in naming the responsible party for ensuring inclusion of diverse
populations as well as reacting to issues rather than preparing for them. Together, these
elements perpetuate a climate of exclusion for students of color as they relegate diversity
to simply a campaign.
Proposition 3. Actors Navigate Multiple and Competing Logics
The third, and final, proposition was that institutions are embedded with multiple,
sometimes competing, logics. There are multiple ways in which Global University’s
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actors have come to know and operate, as well as varying knowledges, values, rules, and
norms that are used. Though these logics may operate simultaneously, some may operate
in competition with others. In this study, several themes emerged pertaining to this
proposition: the middle managers’ practices and values, institutional values and resource
allocation, and the tension between the logics of valuing diversity.
Theme 1: Middle manager practices and values. The managers at Global U
shared their own beliefs and values toward diversity. Generally, all of the managers saw
themselves as advocates for students and proponents of diversity. When queried about
how they see themselves situated in the fulfilling the charge for diversity, one manager
discussed their students, stating:
They’re just coming with such diversity and I think I always have to remind
myself don’t assume their abilities and potential based on who you’re meeting
right now, understand that there are so many other pieces to them that they’re not
necessarily showcasing.
This manager chagrined at knowing that students aren’t met respectfully in all spaces on
campus. She shared a story of a Black male student who was having a particularly
difficult time and how she tried to support him:
I play this role of I don't want to overcompensate for what other people are doing
when he barges in my office, but at the same time it's like I probably am the only
one that he feels like he can tell. So how do we like, how do I clarify those
boundaries?

105

Recognizing the challenges Black students on and off campus, this middle manager
further described efforts her office took in meeting the unique needs of this population.
She commented:
When we do support groups for African American, for parents that are parenting
African American children with all the political climate that happened last year,
it's specifically because we understand that parenting black children in the public
school system is crazy right now. We had to specifically respond, and it came
from one of our students who ran the group to really be able to offer a space for
people that are parenting black children…It's all stemming from that point of
trying to create this inclusive community because if they are here then everybody
benefits. There are traditional students that leave with a better awareness and life
experience as a result of these students that are here and we're serving.
Though the needs of the populations that this manager serves does not reflect the masses,
she acted from a place of personal values. She described seeing needs within the Black
community she was serving and actively responding to those needs. Though it was not
necessarily the responsibility of this manager to focus on a subset of the population she
worked with, she navigated those logics by inserting a tailored approach to student
services.
Similarly, other managers noted that they engaged their work with a studentcentered focus despite the university. One manager described her role in supporting
Black students through connections with other Black students:
A big part of both of those is just cohort building and really fostering that
inclusion right in that sense of belonging to get you through because you get into
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class and that first day, someone's going to say something and you're going to be
like "Wait, why am I here?" That cohort building is key…
Another manager shared how he approaches his work in the university:
I guess in my office, in my practice, I'm really ... I mean, I'm just essentially, at
core, I'm an advocate, right? And so I'm trying to help students solve problems.
You know, I try to bring as much careful listening and understanding as I can,
right? So that in a situation with ... well, with any student, but you asked about
African-American students. I just bring my awareness of, you know, what is their
experience here, do they potentially feel marginalized, do they feel like they're
being treated differently? And some do. Like, some, it's clear from counseling
them that they do feel that way.
Likewise, others found listening to students about their experiences as a way to help them
feel included and create safe spaces for them. As such, one manager reported that,
Actually listening and authentically engaging the students which tends to make
them feel more comfortable to share, so I feel like I get to find out more about the
student experience because they're willing to share a little more than they usually
do.
Another manager shared that student feedback has even been helpful in diversifying the
campus more insofar as their own experiences were concerned:
In terms of programmatic things that you can do is that you can also listen to them
in terms of like where should we be going to recruit? What are the concerns of
students when they're applying? What influenced them when they're choosing
Global U?

107

And, finally he shared,
So, I mean, it's the combination of all that. But more than anything else, I think
just making sure that you treat students with respect, that you're attentive to them,
that you do something for them that is meaningful, that is not just kind of
following a script that is empty of substance for them.
Though Global University is embedded with logics of exclusion for certain groups, the
managers in this study found ways to support students who felt marginalized or excluded.
In the examples provided, the manager talked about listening to students and creating safe
spaces for feedback indicating that this approach is not as common. As such, these
comments demonstrate how the managers navigate the logics of the university towards
serving students.
Global U’s middle managers were keen in supporting underrepresented students
and students of color. Though they all held some responsibility in delivering programs
that served these students, they also saw their roles as gatekeepers. One noted:
So, when questions of inclusion, diversity, climate come up, I'm a person that
might not necessarily have all the answers, but I act as a gateway to try get some
of the answers.
Connected to this, thought several managers mentioned the need for knowledge sharing
and continuous learning. One stated:
Yeah. Well, I mean, I think for me, I like to check myself by first of all, trying to
practice some humility that I am not ... I haven't learned everything, and I don't
know everything perfectly. And so I think it's important to work with my
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colleagues, and to compare notes, and to compare results, ask for critical feedback
and be able to post questions about strategy.
Equally, another manager reported that staying in touch with others is a form of
accountability:
I think kind of staying in dialog with folks who are doing the same kind of work
and developing trusting relationships where people are free to offer criticism, that
that's how I try to keep myself honest. That way I know it's like perhaps if I keep
going to recruit to the same university, I'm not getting any students. And
somebody says why are you still recruiting there, then I'm like, ""Oh, yeah.""
Actually, I thought about that, right?"
A couple of the managers suggested that being in community with others doing diversity
work kept them fresh – it helped them to see the work in various ways. In navigating the
logics of valuing diversity on campus, several comments above showed that the middle
managers needed to be savvy in connecting to students. One manager reported that,
though diversity, equity, and inclusion are all personal values, those values must be put
into practice: “just have your feet do the work.”
Theme 2: Institutional values and resource allocation. A recurring theme that
was present in conversations with Global U’s middle managers was that though the
institution may have espoused a set of values, toward what values resources were
allocated determined the importance of those values. In the case of valuing diversity, and
ensuring equity and inclusion, this study’s participants indicated that Global University
wasn’t “putting their money where their mouth is.” For instance, one manager shared:
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The institution, at times, fails to recognize that in order for us to really offer those
things we have to ... or to get students to those goals of accomplishment we need
to be able to provide them the most basic things to survive to get there. A lot of
that looks like, in addition to faculty of color that look like them, that they can
connect with, there's also being able to provide them with the resources such as,
food and housing, such as funding to be able to be here and to be able to focus on
the academic part.
Most of the managers in this study saw the institution’s investment of resources (time,
people, money) into programs and initiatives as an indication of commitment. A few
warily agreed that some of the recent initiatives and the creation of the division for equity
and inclusion have been major successes but also emphasized sustainability and climate
as key factors in upholding Global U’s commitment to diversity. To this point, one
manager added:
And so right now, we do a lot of talking the talking, but the walking the walking,
the money is not there. And so what does that say? I mean, I think it's pretty clear
that ... I mean, if you want to read it from a very cynical perspective, that is PR
only…I think where you see it is in the level of energy and motivation behind it
and how proactive you are.
Connecting authority and power to resources, this manager described the disadvantage of
sole reliance upon in the division for equity and inclusion on campus:
And if there was any kind of question or issue that came up, that it would then
delegate a response to [the Division for Equity and Inclusion] even though that
division actually doesn't have a lot of authority. If you think about authority as
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money, for example, you know the [senior leader] for research, for example, or
the [senior leader] for student affairs, that their portfolio for…when you look at
the total money that is dedicated to that unit has some kind of symbol of their
power, then Equity and Inclusion is by far the least powerful division on campus.
The ways in which the university allocates resources indicates value. At Global U, where
resources have been allocated have not always been in support of the value of diversity.
As this manager indicated, the Division for Equity and Inclusion had the least of
resources, thus the least power on campus. This lack power and resources indicate less
value of diversity to these managers.
Theme 3: Tension between the logics of valuing diversity. The tension between
the ways of operating towards diversity, equity, and inclusion and the resources allocated
to those efforts was evident at Global University. The middle managers at this university
shared their personal commitments toward diversity but noted the institutional limitations
to this work; specifically, the complications around investment of resources. A few
managers talked about the time it would take Global U to make necessary changes to
improve the campus climate for diversity. One person shared:
You know, culture is something, like this is something I used to teach in my
classes that everybody, when you have two different cultures meeting, then you’re
going to have a change, but the pace of change is really the real question. The
change can happen fairly quickly or it can be like molasses and it can take
forever.
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Though the language of diversity has seeped into the culture across campus, a change in
values and practice has not necessarily followed suit. This same manager provided some
insight on this matter:
And so that is not a given that you're going to get a dissemination of that value
across all managerial iterations. I think it's highly dependent on who the
individuals are. And I think that that's a problem with the design of the decision.
The equity inclusion division is actually supposed to be permeated throughout the
university but because of the way that administrative silos work on this campus, it
is not.
Another manager provided some insight to some programs that are breaking the mold and
putting the value of diversity into practice:
I don't know if this is getting directly to your question, but there are a number of
constituencies that operate on campus in a way that they're strongly engaging in
representing students and are often advocates for them. I take notice of what they
do. I'm thinking of things like the EOP office that actually has their students of
color. How our students of color can go to EOP advisors and they do and they
find it to be a home for them, so I feel like they must be doing something right
that the students feel it's inclusive and they opt for EOP often without telling us.
However, time and again, managers noted resources for underrepresented and
marginalized students being spread thin and the few programs like EOP being overtaxed
because their services are in such high demand. At a top-tier institution like Global
University, some of the managers expected that at least a fraction of the resources
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dedicated to areas like research and faculty could be allocated to the support of those
most marginalized on campus.
One manager discussed her approach to the division of resources as navigating the
system to best support diversity efforts on campus. She commented:
What I do see, based on creating the Division of Equity and Inclusion, that was a
first step into acknowledging that we need more than a narrow interpretation of
the law to address diversity on campus. So this Division was put in place to
actually be more like consultants and advisors as to how to make the campus
attractive.
Like others, she described ways she has learned to direct energy towards improving the
state of diversity at Global U despite the competing logics on the campus. She further
commented,
I guess it starts for me as being at the table. So I really hugely believe in at-thetable activism…I feel like because of being a part of Equity and Inclusion, it's
expected of me to ask the question about marginalized folks, under-represented
folks. So my voice on the issue does not have to be neutral…
As this manager explained how she used her positionality to circumnavigate the culture
of diversity at Global U, she also talked about how she related to those who have a
different understanding of equity and inclusion. She noted:
I'm really big on not calling people out, because a lot of folks do not know how to
do equity work. I'm learning how to do equity while I sit in a very influential
position.
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Recognizing that the work of enacting equity and inclusion for diversity is a learning
process, this manager conceded that it can feel like “trial and error” when the campus
relies on the Division for Equity and Inclusion, or senior leaders, to respond.
The managers shared their perceptions of how to support students of color,
specifically, Black graduate students in navigating Global U. A common link between
these middle managers was that they identified a set of logics that defined equity and
inclusion for the university and how they were situated in those logics. Some maintained
those logics while others found ways to employ their own. For some of the managers,
passing on these navigational skills to Black students, and other students of color, was a
in important aspect of their roles.
One of the managers stated that in order for students to be successful, they need
an understanding of how Global University works. She reported:
One of the things that a lot of folks of color grapple with is, "Should I be outside
the system fighting against it, or do I stay inside the system and fight within it?" I
consider myself more like Harriet Tubman. Harriet Tubman, if you really study a
lot of what she did to create the Underground Railroad, she actually had to
understand the system first.
Similarly, another manager talked about navigational skills as more than just adjusting to
college but learning how to cope with the climate and “to deal with the racism, the blatant
racism or the blatant negative words that come out of some people’s mouths.” He said:
Graduate students, and I work with both grads and undergrads, I think they need
an outlet, but they also feel the pressure of being a graduate student. They too
have to weigh what's most important at this moment in time. Is it my research or
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my civic engagement? So, I think it's imperative that we talk with students to
make sure they can navigate this ... I'm going to use this more than any
unprecedented time that we're in…And how to navigate and not lose themselves.
Finally, one of the managers juxtaposed the notion that an institution like Global
University was never meant for Black students to creating pathways for all students:
I think working with students, working with grad students, and as well as
undergraduates in learning and understanding how to navigate a space where
they're not in the majority is important. And finding a space and their voice here
is extremely important. Not only for them but for those following in their
footsteps.
A large part of supporting underrepresented students for Global U’s middle managers
was contending with competing philosophies of equity and inclusion. While many saw
the campus making strides in terms of access to new programs and initiatives, equity was
not always embedded. To that end, learning to navigate the pitfalls has become a
necessity.
As the middle managers in this study discussed the complexity of valuing
diversity in an elite institution, they underscored the larger implications of this work in
the world beyond Global U. One manager stressed:
America as a whole has systemic issues when it comes to who has access to
resources and who doesn't. If we are a university, a public university, that is the
goal is to be providing education to the public, then we need to make sure that the
public has access to this education and who is here on this campus, who isn't here
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on this campus, and what opportunities are we providing for people to go and
work towards solving so many of the issues that have been created.
Highlighting the recent and highly publicized events around Free Speech, this manager
expressed concern about prioritizing policies over people:
To me, safety is a higher priority. I think there are ways to still respect free speech
but mitigate some of the trauma that people feel in an unsafe environment…
Further, another manager described a sense of ambivalence towards diversity work as
some efforts make great moves forward but, then, policies that are meant to protect, serve
as barriers to the marginalized. He noted:
I recognize that since propositions of past negatively impact it, and policies have
changed in a manner that have made it more difficult to do targeted recruitment
both at the student and staff level, and it's certainly been a detriment to our
campus. It's not to say that there aren't still efforts, and creative ways, and the
work around that folks are trying to do, but we can see in the true numbers that if
there's been a huge impact. Yeah, it's difficult because it's already challenging
enough to try to achieve increasing numbers, but when you see steps taken
backwards, it's very discouraging.
While the managers described their work and the work of others on campus as supporting
equity and inclusion for underrepresented student populations, they also noted how they
must grapple with and navigate through competing institutional priorities around
diversity.
The comments from these middle managers suggested how they maintained and
navigated the logics of valuing diversity at Global University. Though diversity was a
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shared value for this group, they described various strategies they’ve employed in
working towards diversity. Many relied upon personal values to guide their work despite
the challenges of resource scarcity or a lack of institutional power to do this work. Some
of the managers referenced internal conflicts between their values and those exhibited by
actors on campus. While diversity continued to be revered as a great value, these
managers pointed to navigating multiple, and sometimes competing logics around how
this value should be enacted.
Summary
The purpose of this study was to explore the assumptions, beliefs, and rules
university middle managers come to know in meeting the needs of Black graduate
students within their organizational structure and established set of practices. Through the
analysis of institutional documents that described Global University’s commitments to
diversity, equity, and inclusion as well an analysis of interviews with its middle
managers, this study revealed three thematic points of connection between these sets of
data. These connections illustrate the interplay between the logics defining how the
university and its middle managers enact equity and inclusion for Black graduate
students.
The first point of connection between the documents and the interviews is the
university’s pursuits towards prestige and diversity. In Global University’s Graduate
Student Handbook, the university was described as a global leader in higher education
who recruits the best students. The handbook also listed a number of priorities and
values, one of which was diversity. Likewise, some of the middle managers interviewed
shared the institution’s notable status as a top-tier research university and implicated
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contention toward the possibility for this institution to also be diverse. The common
logics present in both sets of data was that Global U’s reputation of prestige often
compete with its efforts towards diversity.
A logic of dissonance is the second overarching theme. The university’s
messaging of value for diversity was evident in its institutional documents and the
perceptions of the middle managers interviewed. However, simultaneous messaging
about the priorities of research, faculty teaching, policies, and prestige conflicted with
enacting equity and inclusion for Global U’s underrepresented students, specifically
Black graduate students. Several institutional documents such as the Graduate Student
Handbook, Climate Survey Results Summary, Diversity Snapshot, and Graduate Student
Profile illustrated the lack of representation of Black students and poor climate
experiences of those on Global U’s campus. While the middle manager noted diversity
efforts underway, and shared strategies they were employing, the issues of exclusion and
elitism remained salient in Global U’s culture.
Finally, the third thematic point of connection between the institutional
documents and the interviews is the navigation of competing logics. As described in the
Letter of commitment to an inclusive campus, the Initiative for African American Students
Announcement and Press Release, the middle managers shared ways in which the
university upheld its stature while also acting as a state-serving institution. While some of
Global U’s managers indicated that some actors upheld the policies, procedures, and
practices which governed who the campus was for and how they were served, others
found ways to best support those who were identified as underrepresented and the most
marginalized on campus.
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These points of connection across these sets of findings point to the logics of
valuing diversity that are transmitted throughout Global University and enacted by its
middle managers. Assumptions, beliefs, rules, and norms have been cyclically conveyed
about what it means to value diversity and these understanding have impacted the climate
for Black graduate students. A discussion, including the implications, recommendations,
and conclusions, of these findings will be explored in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS & CONCLUSIONS
A history of elitism, exclusion, and inequity have served as barriers for Black
students in American higher education (Harper & Hurtado, 2007; Karkouti, 2010; Yosso,
2005). While US colleges and universities have become more accessible – more
underrepresented students are in attendance – Black students continue to experience
marginalization. As institutionalized oppression and inequitable structures are pervasive,
the struggle in navigating historically White institutions that existed for undergraduate
students, persist for graduate students. Institutions of higher education are embedded with
logics - values, attitudes, norms, and rules – that shape how the actors within come to
understand how diversity is valued and how equity and inclusion are operationalized.
These logics, then, must be navigated by those actors.
The purpose of this study was to understand the logics Global University’s middle
managers use in operationalizing equity and inclusion, specifically, in meeting the needs
of Black graduate students. The research questions that guided this study were:
1. How do the dominant logics of the university perpetuate inequity and exclusivity
toward Black graduate students?
2. In what ways do university middle managers who are charged with enacting
equity and inclusion navigate the dominant logics of their institution to serve
students?
a. How and why do middle managers employ alternative logics in serving
Black graduate students?
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b. How and why do middle managers uphold the dominant logics in serving
Black graduate students?
Using the qualitative research design, Case Study, this project explored the logics of
valuing diversity at Global University. Three propositions were defined by the research
questions and were used to collect, analyze, and interpret the findings in this study. Those
propositions were: the logics of an institution provide its actors with rules and norms for
operating (Thornton & Ocasio, 1999); the daily operations of predominantly and
historically White institutions of higher education are influenced by a history of inequity
and exclusion that misplaces the value of and responsibility for diversity (Brayboy,
2003); and institutions are embedded with multiple, and sometimes competing, logics
through which individual actors must navigate (Dahlmann & Grosvold, 2017). The
findings, in light of these propositions, are summarized in the following section.
Summary of Findings
To capture the logics that emerged across the documents and interviews in this
study, the researcher used a qualitative analytical method, Pattern Inducing, which Reay
and Jones (2016) described as grouping patterns or behaviors according to logics. Using
the rival explanations to the study’s propositions to underscore the line of connection
throughout the data, this analysis illustrated the norms arounds valuing diversity and
serving Black graduate students. According to Yin (2014), the rival explanations provide
the measure by which to interpret the findings of a case study as they highlight the other
influences on the case. Yin (2014) named six rivals that the researcher used in this
analysis: Direct Rival, Commingled Rival, Implementation Rival, Rival Theory, Super
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Rival, and Societal Rival. In line with the other parts of this study, the following
summary of findings with be organized according to the guiding propositions.
Proposition 1. Logics Shape and Define Norms and Rules
One key finding from this study was that the concept of diversity had been
commodified through the creation of programs, co-opting of language, and building of a
brand. As seen in several of the institutional documents, diversity was presented as an
essential value at Global University. Descriptions of new programs and commitments to
diversifying the campus racial makeup as well as valuing diversity were printed in just
about all of the documents reviewed. Likewise, the middle managers in this study
described the deep appreciation for diversity as a byproduct of the university’s social
justice roots. A great value was placed on diversity as a characteristic of recruiting
students, faculty, and staff of color. A rival explanation that Global U’s middle managers
seemed to contend with, and a couple even accepted, was that it would be irrational to
believe that the university didn’t serve diversity. Though the insights from the middle
managers and the text from the institutional documents revealed that equity and inclusion
were ongoing challenges for the university, the concept of diversity was normalized as a
tool for solving Global U’s climate issues.
Several middle managers in this study talked about the poor climate for students
of color. When queried about Black graduate students, specifically, a few presented with
some discomfort but referred instead to “students of color,” “underrepresented students,”
or simply, “graduate students.” Even though the Campus Climate Survey Results
Summary and the campus initiative in support of African Americans indicated a need in
the Black community at Global U, this need seemed hard to discuss. The language around
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diversity, however, seemed more prevalent. The text from the institutional documents and
the insights from the managers highlighted how well-versed Global University’s actors
were in describing the culture and climate of the campus, the racial makeup of the student
demographics, and the catch phrases like “underrepresented minorities” or “URM,” and
“equity and inclusion.” Placing such value on diversity, the dominate logics at Global U
entailed a way to talk about marginalized populations that promoted the efforts of the
university without changing the environment.
Thornton and Ocassio (1999) described an institution’s logics as an expression
between the “social and economic structures” that define specific rules for its industry (p.
805). Diversity and inclusion are burning topics in the field of higher education and as
college admissions numbers continue to soar, so does the need for diversity-sensitive and
inclusive institutions. In the case of Global University, diversity, equity and inclusion
were presented as product that could be bought and sold with influx of new programs and
positions. The Initiative for African Americans Press Release, the Initiative for African
Americans Announcement, and the Letter of Commitment to an Inclusive Community,
detailed the Division for Equity and Inclusion and the Initiative for African Americans as
models for the inclusive campus being built. These documents contained information
about the creation of special task forces and aspirations for a large fund to support this
and other diversity initiatives. The managers in this study described the commonality
with which the value of diversity has been promoted with not as much fervor towards
action. While the university has dedicated some resources to diversity efforts in the
aforementioned ways, the focus seems much more on developing a status, or brand, than
developing a welcoming campus climate.
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Proposition 2. Daily Operations of HWI’s Misplace Diversity
Another major finding was that the institution’s identity as an elite university
denoted a history of inequity and exclusion that cast a shadow over the value of diversity.
Throughout the institutional documents, it was touted time and again that Global
University is a top-tier institution. The text, as well as the managers, described the
institution as the “number one public institution in the world.” Also, frequently discussed
across the data was the high caliber of students recruited, matriculated, and graduated at
Global U. This institution was depicted as incomparable to other institutions as it holds a
legacy of excellence and a tradition of success. When issues of diversity were up
broached, two common rival explanations emerged from the findings: Super Rival, the
idea that the problem of diversity is bigger than Global U; and Societal Rival, which
assumes that issues of diversity, equity, and inclusion are trending and reflect the current
sociopolitical climate. Nevertheless, within this institution’s historical context were
longstanding practices and experiences of inequity and exclusion of people of color and
other underrepresented populations.
The Diversity Snapshot explicated the challenges Global University faced in its
campus climate. While the institution espoused diversity as an essential value,
representation of Black, Latinx, Native American, and Asian Pacific Islander populations
was relatively low. Likewise, satisfaction with the campus climate for these historically
underrepresented groups was lower than for other groups. Middle Managers confirmed
what was in the text from the institutional documents that the students who have been
recruited and ultimately attended Global U reflected the backgrounds and interests of the
predominately White faculty at the institution. The prestige associated with the university

124

denoted whiteness and dictated who the university was for. Global U’s maintenance of an
elite status perpetuated the exclusion of students who don’t fit the mold of its tradition.
Proposition 3. Actors Navigate Multiple and Competing Logics
The last major finding was that while some of Global University’s actors upheld
the dominant logics of the institution, others inserted their own and found ways to
navigate the logics in which they were situated. It was evident that one of the dominant
logics at this university was the value of diversity. Connected to that, was the idea that
diversity was a benefit to the campus but the responsibility for “managing” it belonged to
only a few parties. Three rival explanations arose from these ideas. The first, Direct
Rival, explicates that diversity issues are the responsibility of some designated person or
program. The second, Commingled Rival, assumes that diversity, equity, and inclusion
are the responsibility of each actor. And, the third rival, Implementation Rival, is the idea
that Global University has not quite figured out how best to address issues of inequity
and exclusion. The findings in this study revealed the ways in which middle managers
navigated these beliefs.
The establishment of the Division for Equity and Inclusion was reported to be a
significant event at Global U. The managers reported that at its inception, many believed
that this division would allow the campus to turn the tide and solve issues that had been
plaguing the climate. Unfortunately, as shared by the middle managers in this study,
getting to the root cause of the campus’ climate issues had not been explicitly explored.
For instance, the last campus climate survey showed that African Americans had the
poorest climate experiences at Global University. In response to this report, the Initiative
for African Americans was launched to provide funding and resources to students and
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support to the broader African American community. While there was much press around
this issue, the project was spearheaded by the university’s three most senior Blackidentified leaders with relatively little responsibility left to other actors on campus.
One insight gathered from the interviews was that Global U’s pattern of response,
particularly towards climate issues, is one that is reactive rather than proactive. In the
case of the abovementioned example, the Initiative for African Americans was forced
into fruition after an outcry from Black students (and some staff) demanding that the
campus’s senior leaders address major climate concerns. One manager shared that the
issues Black students were up broaching were not new – the resources, and perhaps the
desire, to address those issues had not been invested in the past. Several managers talked
about ways they and their colleagues have relied on their personal values to connect
students with resources and support they’ve needed, despite the managers’ job
descriptions. A few mentioned that, while they may refer students to other services, they
operated within the boundaries of their job descriptions.
Some managers discussed the tension between the social justice roots of the
university and the expectations of good citizenship. The Graduate Student Handbook
highlighted serving the common good as a goal for Global U’s student body. It also listed
academic rigor as one of the university’s key attributes. The embedded logic in this elite
institution was that students were not viewed outside of their academic identities and
deviation from this identity could be met with some disdain. Two managers provided
similar examples of Black graduate students feeling torn between joining the Black Lives
Matter protests on campus and focusing solely on their academic responsibilities. The
managers noted that the students feared disapproval or a lack of support from faculty
126

should they decide to engage in protest or other activism. Several managers talked about
teaching students of color how to navigate the complex university system as a tool for
coping. While diversity, equity, and inclusion are common ideas shared at Global U, it
was apparent that these principles were not always enacted. In an effort to uphold the
campus mission and support students, some managers made the best use of current logics
while creating their own.
Discussion of Findings
This study sought to gain a deeper understanding of how middle managers
situated their thoughts, beliefs, and attitudes within an existing system of logics to serve
Black graduate students. The findings in this study illuminated the logics of valuing
diversity as espoused by the institution and construed by University Middle Managers.
The following discussion is organized according to the research questions for this study.
Research Questions 1
How do the dominant logics of the university perpetuate inequity and exclusivity toward
Black graduate students?
According to Quattrone (2015), the exploration of environments and social orders
make apparent that “logics do not really exist outside the relationships between symbols
and practices” (p. 413). The findings in this study confirmed this statement as the
connection between espoused and enacted values unfolded across the data. Diversity, a
symbol and expression of inclusion, was depicted as an essential value for Global
University and, therefore, a resource to the benefit of the institution. This research
underscored the commodifying of diversity as a tool (Altbach & Knight, 2007; Clark,
2011; Gose, 2013; Lyke, 2013), especially for recruitment and retention. Likened to the
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notion of demographics and dollars (Clark, 2011), the focus on increasing funding and
programming efforts diminished the value of diversity to simply goods and services,
ultimately to the disadvantage of students of color.
This study unveiled that though Global University uplifted diversity as a key
value, it was maintaining its prestigious identity that emerged with more importance. As
the university’s diversity efforts were discussed across the institutional documents and
interviews, a sort of dissonance between prestige and inclusion was evident. A
competition for resources and status as a “number one institution” illustrated how the
scales tip in favor, and prestige, of a whiter institution (Ladson-Billings, 1998). Likewise,
Global University’s logics that emphasized serving diverse students through specialized
programs and the Office for Equity and Inclusion reflected colorblindness; and neglected
the systematic exclusion of people of color, specifically, Black students. This study’s
findings underscored and confirmed that, like other institutions of higher education in
America, Global U was never built for them (Anderson, 2002; Harper et al., 2009).
The middle managers in this study described in various ways how issues of
exclusion were accounted for, or not. Some described the ahistorical approach in serving
Black students that fails to recognize sociocultural factors that perpetuate persisting
inequities and exclusion. A couple expressed that the issues that faced Black graduate
students were much bigger than the university’s control. Confirmed in the institution’s
documents, diversity and inclusion were noted as existing at the mercy of the pool of
candidates, societal issues, and public policies. Though many of the managers claimed
responsibility for valuing diversity and creating inclusive environments in their respective
spaces, they shared in understanding or compliance that accountability for diversity lied
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in the hands of some designated person, program, or department. These themes reflect
guiding principles which are filtered through personal values and institutional logics
“embodied in practices, sustained and reproduced by cultural assumptions and political
struggles,” (Greenwood et al, 2008, p. 101). Global University’s logics of accountability
for diversity issues held an air of ambivalence leaving them unresolved and preserving
the logics of exclusion and inequity.

Research Question 2
In what ways do university middle managers who are charged with enacting equity and
inclusion navigate the dominant logics of their institution to serve students?
Advancing the research on institutional logics and the organizational lens in
higher education, these findings highlight the multiple and competing logics between
actors and their institution (Dahlmann & Grosvold, 2017). The managers in this study
discussed the various logics about diversity they’ve learned to navigate. A few followed
their job responsibilities to the letter, while most inserted their own understandings in
enacting equity and inclusion for diverse students. In particular, several of the managers
understood race as a central American phenomenon impacting the experiences of
students of color on their campus (Bonilla Silva, 2003; Hooks, 2005; Ladson-Billings &
Tate, 1995). With this in mind, they talked about serving Black students, specifically, by
first, listening and then designing services to their individual needs. Counter to the logics
of reliance on a designated person, program, or division, these managers consulted with
others doing diversity work to engage best practices and maintain accountability.
While all the managers in this study held advanced degrees, several indicated that
there was little training or formal instruction in upholding the diversity, equity, and
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inclusion charges embedded in their roles. So, navigating the dominant logics of the
university involved consultations with peers, gleaning from personal experiences in
diversity work, and understanding the values reflected on campus. This dearth in formal
training also underscored the lack of institutional accountability in ensuring that its
managers are prepared to serve the needs of diverse and marginalized students.
The rules of an institution not only establish what’s normal for its actors but
“guide and constrain” how they make decisions (Thornton & Ocasio, 1999). The findings
in this study highlight multiple logics within which the participants operated. Though
some chose to employ their own logics at times, the managers shared their careful
participation in maintaining the university’s system of logics. This study’s findings
mirrored the disparities in the literature about Black students in graduate education (Allen
and Zepeda, 2007). However, there was a concerted effort in many of the institutional
documents and interviews to underscore “students of color” as a group in need of support
and more resources, rather than to focus on Black students. Several times, managers
noted an emphasis on undergraduate students, and a few mentioned their lack of
association or knowledge of graduate student concerns. These examples illustrate the
logics that exclude Black graduate students from the conversation about diversity and
inclusion as well as the norms by which some managers operate. These logics are
indicative of valuing diversity without an exploration of the systems that perpetuate
exclusion, maintaining a chilly climate for Black graduate students (Harper & Hurtado,
2007).
The findings from this study confirmed that, across values and demographics, the
logics of the university are pervasive, and the actors therein engaged in behaviors that
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competed with their own values and sense of identity (Hooks, 2003). Some of the
managers in this study shared solidarity with Black students (and, other students of color)
in their identities as people of color. However, many of them described their actions in
lockstep under the constraints of the university logics. Though the managers could often
identify with the experiences of Black students, the logics of the institution emerged as
the “frames” and “conditions” by which decisions were made (Thornton et al., 2012), and
ultimately upheld the university’s practices.
Implications
This study’s findings have implications for research and practice in the field of
leadership and higher education. The literature on middle management in higher
education is minimal. Actors who fit into this classification are essential to the operations
of colleges and universities as they serve a broad range of functions including managing
programs that serve the campus’s primary constituent – students – and reporting
important data to upper leadership. One could say, these actors keep institutions running.
Further research on how middle management is constructed and the impact of managers
on the programs they support will shed light on institutional factors and issues of bias that
may impact campus climate as well as student success. Additionally, more research on
perceptions of Black students and the persistence of institutional barriers from
undergraduate to graduate studies is needed.
Based on the findings in this study, more research on institutional logics and its
application to higher education is needed. According to Cloutier and Langley (2013),
“The institutional logics perspective has proven to be a useful and practical lens through
which to account for the plurality of norms and beliefs in institutional theory and for
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explaining the processes underscoring institutional formation and Change” (p. 360).
Colleges and universities are organizations that experience constant change as the influx
and departure of students is a consistent cycle. A view through the lens of institutional
theory may help colleges and universities, like Global U, critically explore issues that are
structurally embedded. Furthermore, research is needed to examine the use of
institutional logics in understanding race and racism in institutions.
This study’s findings have implications for student services work in higher
education. As the demographic makeup of college campuses become more diverse,
student services professionals must understand the needs of their students and how to
create programs that are sensitive to the needs of varying populations. Beyond simply
valuing diversity and housing its responsibility in one department, student affairs
practitioners and managers should enact equitable and inclusive practices in their daily
work. According to the managers in this study, all actors should take part in ensuring
their campus is welcoming to all students, including those from underrepresented groups.
Middle managers often act as gatekeepers to important resources and services that
students need. An understanding of the logics in which managers are operating and of
which they are creating will provide valuable insight to the facilitation of access and
equity for underrepresented students.
Finally, this research has implications for educational policy. As institutions
explore how to become more inclusive and equitable, the practices and processes that
govern how colleges and universities work need to be evaluated in light of sociohistorical
and structural inequities. The use of an institutional logics frame will shed light on the
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rules, beliefs, and attitudes around diversity and how systemic racism plays an
instrumental role in framing institutional policy.
Conclusions
Institutions of higher education are embedded with logics that define the ways in
which they operate, the rules by which their actors work, and a context that defines how
students are served. Through this study, it became clear how salient issues of racial bias,
exclusion, and inequity were to the structure of the university explored. Though diversity
was espoused as a value and there was mention of several equity and inclusion efforts,
there was a need for concerted actions to explore and change the logics that impact how
actors do “diversity work” within the institution. The pursuit and maintenance of prestige
coupled with the promise of diversity only produced more inequities because the
construction of prestige has been historically based on the exclusion of certain groups.
Like Global University, many of higher education institutions have turned to diversityseeking efforts. Subsequently, access to America’s colleges and universities has been
opened to all types of students without institutions, first, evaluating how equitable they
are.
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Appendix A
Consent to Participate in a Research Study
Below is a description of the research procedures and an explanation of your rights as a
research participant. You should read this information carefully. If you agree to
participate, you will sign in the space provided to indicate that you have read and
understand the information on this consent form. You are entitled to and will receive a
copy of this form.
You have been asked to participate in a study conducted by Emerald Templeton, a
graduate student in the Department of Leadership Studies at the University of San
Francisco. The faculty supervisor for this study is Desiree Zerquera, a professor in the
Department of Leadership Studies at the University of San Francisco.
WHAT THE STUDY IS ABOUT:
The purpose of this study is to explore the assumptions, beliefs, and rules university
middle managers come to know in meeting the needs of Black graduate students within
their organizational structure and established set of practices.
WHAT WE WILL ASK YOU TO DO:
During this study, participants will be asked to participate in an interview where they will
be asked about their understanding of the university’s values, their perceptions about the
value of equity and inclusion, and their role in the context of serving diverse student
needs, and aligning departmental goals with the institutional mission.
DURATION AND LOCATION OF THE STUDY:
Your participation in this study will involve one session that lasts one hour. The study
will take place on campus, or at a location agreed upon by the participant and the
researcher.
POTENTIAL RISKS AND DISCOMFORTS:
We do not anticipate any risks or discomforts to you from participating in this research. If
you wish, you may choose to withdraw your consent and discontinue your participation at
any time during the study without penalty.
BENEFITS:
You will receive no direct benefit from your participation in this study; however, the
possible benefits to others include learning more about alternative or best practices for
equity in higher education.
PRIVACY/CONFIDENTIALITY:
Any data you provide in this study will be kept confidential unless disclosure is required
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by law. In any report we publish, we will not include information that will make it
possible to identify you or any individual participant. Specifically, we will store all data
without participant names in a secure file on the researcher’s computer. Interviews will
be recorded and be stored securely. Recordings will be transcribed and stored for up to
three years.
COMPENSATION/PAYMENT FOR PARTICIPATION:
There is no payment or other form of compensation for your participation in this study.
VOLUNTARY NATURE OF THE STUDY:
Your participation is voluntary and you may refuse to participate without
penalty. Furthermore, you may skip any questions or tasks that make you uncomfortable
and may discontinue your participation at any time without penalty. In addition, the
researcher has the right to withdraw you from participation in the study at any time.
OFFER TO ANSWER QUESTIONS:
Please ask any questions you have now. If you have questions later, you should contact
the principal investigator: Emerald Templeton at 510-759-1040 or
etempleton@dons.usfca.edu. If you have questions or concerns about your rights as a
participant in this study, you may contact the University of San Francisco Institutional
Review Board at IRBPHS@usfca.edu.
I HAVE READ THE ABOVE INFORMATION. ANY QUESTIONS I HAVE
ASKED HAVE BEEN ANSWERED. I AGREE TO PARTICIPATE IN THIS
RESEARCH PROJECT AND I WILL RECEIVE A COPY OF THIS CONSENT
FORM.
PARTICIPANT'S SIGNATURE

DATE

_________________________________________________

_________________
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Appendix B
Protocol for Dissertation Study
Access without equity: Institutional logics of middle managers and valuing diversity

Think about how the university serves equity and inclusion on this campus. In what
ways do you see diversity valued on this campus?
•
•
•

How is diversity talked about by upper level administrators? How do you see it
reflected in policies and practices?
How do you believe these values serve the diversity mission? How do you believe
these values impact equity and inclusion?
In what ways do you see yourself specifically situated within the broader charge
towards upholding the value of diversity in this institution?

Think about some of the recent political and campus climate issues around race.
What are some of the key guiding principles that you believe inform how this
campus serves Black graduate students directly?
•

How does the university ensure that Black graduate students are being served,
particularly given their much lower representation on this campus?

Now turning to consider your program specifically. In what ways do the needs of
Black students reflected?
•
•
•
•

How do you see Black graduate students having distinct needs and how do you
work to serve them?
In what ways do you serve the needs of Black graduate students through your
program?
How does your position allow, or restrict, your involvement in the diversity?
What strategies and/or resources do you use to serve Black graduate students?
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Appendix C
Invitation to Participate in Study
(Sent via email)
Dear [Name],
I hope this message finds you well. In the next few weeks, I will be conducting
interviews as a part of my dissertation study at the University of San Francisco in which I
will be exploring how student services managers work towards equity and inclusion. I’m
reaching out to you because of your work in [details].
Would you have time to connect for about an hour? I am happy to meet in person or via
Zoom, whichever is most convenient for you. Here are a few dates I had in mind:
Day 00/00
Day 00/00
Day 00/00
Day 00/00
Before we meet, please ensure that you complete this 2 minute survey to help capture
some demographic information. Also, if you have any recommendations for others who
might be good points of contact, please share their information. I look forward to hearing
from you.
Thank you,
Emerald
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Appendix D
Demographic Pre-Survey
(Sent via Qualtrics)

Start of Block: Introduction

Q9 My name is Emerald Templeton, a doctoral candidate in the Organization and Leadership
program at the University of San Francisco. I would like to extend an invitation for you to
participate in an interview for my dissertation research where I will be exploring how university
managers work towards equity and inclusion.
The interview will last no longer than one hour and all details will be kept confidential.
To assist in making sure you meet the criteria for participating in this study, please take about 2
minutes to complete the following survey.
Should you have questions and/or concerns, please email me at etempleton@dons.usfca.edu.
Thank you.

Page Break
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End of Block: Introduction
Start of Block: Demographic Information

Q2 What is your employment classification?

o Middle Manager - directs or oversees a project, program, and/or team; reports to an
executive or administrator (1)

o Professional Staff - uses advanced knowledge or skills in work; does not manage a
project, program, or team (2)

o Senior Manager/Executive/Administrator - primary responsibility is leadership (3)
o Other (4) ________________________________________________
Skip To: End of Survey If What is your employment classification? = Professional Staff - uses advanced
knowledge or skills in work; does not manage a project, program, or team
Skip To: End of Survey If What is your employment classification? = Other
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Q6 What is the highest level of education you have completed?

o High school or equivalent (1)
o Vocational/technical school (2 year) (2)
o Some college (3)
o Bachelor's degree (4)
o Master's degree (5)
o Doctoral degree (6)
o Professional degree (MD, JD, etc.) (7)
o Other (8) ________________________________________________

Q7 How long have you worked in your role?

o Less than 1 year (1)
o 1 - 3 years (2)
o 4 - 6 years (3)
o 7 - 9 years (4)
o 10 - 15 years (5)
o 15 years or more (6)
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Q8 How long have you worked on this campus?

o Less than 1 year (1)
o 1 - 3 years (2)
o 4 -6 years (3)
o 7 - 9 years (4)
o 10 - 15 years (5)
o 15 years or more (6)

Q3 What is your age?

o 25 years or younger (1)
o 26 - 35 years (2)
o 36 - 45 years (3)
o 46 - 55 years (4)
o 56 years or older (5)
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Q4 What is your gender? Please check all that apply.

▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢

Male (1)
Female (2)
Trans Man (3)
Trans Woman (4)

Gender Queer (5)
Other (6) ________________________________________________

Prefer not to disclose (7)
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Q5 What is your race/ethnic identity? Please check all that apply.

▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢

Black/African American (1)
Chinese (2)
Filipino (3)
Indigenous/Aboriginal (4)

Japanese (5)
Korean (6)

Mexican American/Chicano (7)
Other Latino (8)

Other Asian (9)

Pacific Islander (10)

South Asian (11)
Vietnamese (12)

White (13)

Other (14) ________________________________________________
Prefer not to disclose (15)

End of Block: Demographic Information
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Start of Block: Availability

Q10 Please indicate whether you are available and willing to participate in an one hour
interview for this study.

o Yes, I am available and willing to participate in an one hour interview for this study (1)
o No, I am not available or willing to participate in an one hour interview for this study.
(2)

Skip To: End of Survey If Please indicate whether you are available and willing to participate in an one hour
interview for... = No, I am not available or willing to participate in an one hour interview for this study.
Skip To: Q11 If Please indicate whether you are available and willing to participate in an one hour
interview for... = Yes, I am available and willing to participate in an one hour interview for this study

Q11 Please provide your name and an email address where you can be reached.
________________________________________________________________
End of Block: Availability
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Appendix E
Sample Document Analysis Matrix

P1: The logics of an institution provide its actors with rules and norms for
operating
Text

Memo

Rival Explanation

P2: The daily operations of predominantly and historically White institutions of
higher education are influenced by a history of inequity and exclusion that
misplaces the value of and responsibility for diversity.
Text

Memo

Rival Explanation

P3: Institutions are embedded with multiple, and sometimes competing, logics
through which individual actors must navigate.
Text

Memo

Rival Explanation
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